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ABSTRACT 
THE EFFECT OF CULTURAL AND EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE  
ON MENTOR AND PROTÉGÉ PERCEPTIONS OF ATTITUDE HOMOPHILY  
AND RELATIONSHIP QUALITY IN CULTURALLY DIVERSE MENTORING 
RELATIONSHIPS 
 
by 
 
Gloria J. Miller 
 
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2015 
Under the Supervision of Professor Margaret Shaffer 
 
 
 
 Mentoring has become more common in organizations as firms have discovered 
the benefits of this process, such as the retention and cultivation of employees who create 
the work and products of the organization.  To meet the challenges associated with 
increasing diversity within organizations, researchers have focused on understanding 
diverse mentoring relationships (Athey, Avery, & Zemsky, 2000; Clutterbuck & Ragins, 
2002; Hardy, 1998; Knouse, Hill, & Webb, 2005; Ragins, 1997).  The demographic (e.g., 
ethnicity, gender, age) and situational (e.g., position, power) disparities between mentors 
and protégés often make it more difficult for diverse partners to develop quality 
relationships that are needed to realize the full benefits of mentoring.  
The purpose of this study is to identify important antecedents (i.e., cultural and 
emotional intelligence) that may foster a higher level of perceived attitude homophily (or 
attitude similarity) among diverse mentoring partners as well as higher quality mentoring 
relationships.  Drawing on social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 
1978), I contend that mentors and protégés who are socially intelligent (i.e., culturally 
and emotionally) will be better mentoring partners.  As a result of the enhanced social 
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intelligence, they will have a higher perception of having the same attitudes as their 
partners, in turn corresponding to a higher quality relationship with their partners.   
This model was tested on mentors and protégés (not matched pairs) that were 
involved in racially and/or ethnically diverse mentoring relationships.  The self-reports 
were used to test regression hypotheses of cultural and emotional intelligence on attitude 
homophily and perception of mentoring relationship quality.  Bootstrapping was done to 
investigate mediation of attitude homophily on the relationships of cultural intelligence 
and emotional intelligence on relationship quality. 
Regression results found significant positive relationships of emotional 
intelligence on attitude homophily for mentors, and on relationship quality for both 
mentors and protégés.  It also found a significant positive relationship between mentors’ 
metacognitive domain of cultural intelligence and relationship quality.  Attitude 
homophily was also found to have a significant positive relationship to perception of 
relationship quality for both mentors and protégés.  The other hypotheses were not 
proven through regression, although high and mostly significant correlations  existed 
between all the main constructs of this study in both groups. 
This study offers several contributions to mentoring research.  One is that it 
examined the mentoring relationship from a fairly new theoretical perspective, social 
information processing, which may yield new insight into mentoring.  It empirically 
tested a model that is grounded in SIP and validated success criteria of attitude 
homophily and relationship quality of mentors/protégés with their partners. 
This study also offers practical contributions.  It is possible for organizations to 
test and train individuals that one is considering for a diverse mentoring relationship in 
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emotional intelligence.  The impact of this testing and training may result in higher 
quality mentoring relationships, which will be beneficial to the mentor/protégé in diverse 
mentoring relationships. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
In the United States, diversity in organizations has become reality (Ragins & 
Gonzalez, 2003).  Diversity consists of differences at many levels, including age, gender, 
culture, sexual orientation, ability/disability, national origin, religion, and socioeconomic 
background, among others.  The term diversity itself often elicits emotional reactions 
from individuals, who associate the word with ideas such as affirmative action and hiring 
quotas, yet it actually is defined as variety or a point or respect in which things differ 
(Milliken & Martins, 1996).  Perhaps tied into these emotional reactions, diversity has 
been associated with both negative and positive outcomes for individuals and 
organizations.  Some negative effects of diverse workgroups include lower satisfaction 
and higher turnover (Tsui, Egan, & O Reilly, 1992) as well as lower organizational 
commitment and employee perceptions of the reduced likelihood of promotion 
(Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990).  Some of the benefits of organizational 
diversity, though, include the varied knowledge bases and perspectives these diverse 
employees bring (Phillips, Mannix, Neale, & Gruenfeld, 2004), greater creativity and 
innovation as well as improved decision-making (T. Cox, 1991), and positive impacts on 
organizations’ bottom lines through positive changes in recruitment, retention, and more 
(SHRM, 2006).   
To reduce the negative outcomes attributed to diversity and to enhance the 
positives, many organizations have implemented formal diverse mentoring programs 
(Ragins, 2007).  Diverse mentoring relationships occur when the mentor and protégé 
differ in group membership (such as race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, disability, 
etc.) associated with power differences in organizations (Ragins, 1995).  The power 
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perspective in this context is a concept whereby individuals belong to groups in an 
organization that have differing degrees of power or influence (Ragins, 2002).  These 
group memberships are brought into the mentoring relationship and are not left behind 
when the two individuals begin to work together (Ragins, 2002).  Different power levels 
affect each individual in terms of his/her organizational influence and his/her individual 
needs.   
The majority of diverse mentoring relationships likely occur in formal mentoring 
programs rather than informal relationships.  Indeed, it has been found that mentors, 
when given the choice, most often choose protégés who are viewed as being similar to 
themselves (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997).  Cox and Nkomo (1990) found that 
people of color have a more challenging time gaining access to mentors.   
According to the attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model (Schneider, 1987), 
given personal choice, mentors and protégés would tend to enter into relationships with 
others similar to themselves.  Therefore, informal mentoring relationships are less likely 
to be diverse relationships than formal mentoring relationships, although among formal 
programs, diverse relationships still are not common.  Informal relationships often 
develop spontaneously, and therefore, visible similarities play a large part in the self-
matching process.  For these reasons, if minority individuals within organizations are to 
receive a mentor, informal mentoring may not provide a mentoring relationship for them.    
A part of the formal mentoring assignment process is the decision to create 
homogenous or diverse pairs, or a combination of both homogenous and diverse pairs.  
There is usually a dearth of minorities (and women) in top management positions in the 
U.S. (Ragins, 2002).  If minorities wish to be mentored, they will usually need to be 
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matched with a majority member, most likely a white male (Ragins, 1997).  Homogenous 
pairs are extremely likely for white male protégés, and less likely for white female 
protégés.     
Diverse mentoring dyads may face unique challenges.  According to social 
identity theory, individuals categorize themselves into social categories that shape their 
individual identities and define themselves in relation to the social environment in which 
they find themselves (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  People belong to multiple categories at 
once and consider their memberships in these categories to be of varying levels of 
importance at any particular time.  However, there is a belief that minority members’ 
demographic group memberships have a stronger impact overall on their sense of self 
(Ragins, 2002).  This view would make diversity within mentoring relationships 
especially important to consider since not only do these minority members bring their 
group memberships into the relationships, but their group memberships are more salient 
to them than the majority mentors’ group memberships in majority groups.  Furthermore, 
diversity of directly observable attributes has been found to increase discomfort and 
turnover in a group (Jackson et al., 1991).   
Given the complexities associated with diverse mentoring pairs, it is important to 
consider what organizations can do to ensure that the mentoring experience is successful.  
This raises the research question:  what is meant by a successful mentoring experience?  
Although the mentoring literature has articulated various benefits of diversity (Cox, 1991; 
Phillips et al., 2004; SHRM, 2006) and considered various mentoring behaviors enacted 
throughout the mentoring relationship (Allen, 2003; Allen & Eby, 2004; Thomas, 1990), 
researchers have not agreed on the criteria that represent successful outcomes.  As an 
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initial attempt to clarify the success criteria, I focus on two indicators that target success 
for the mentoring members:  (1) the perception of attitude homophily, and (2) the quality 
of the relationship.  
2. RESEARCH PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 
 
The purpose of this study is to understand how mentors and protégés in diverse 
mentoring relationships can get the most out of those relationships.   One step in this 
understanding may be to find antecedents that help build positive mentoring relationships 
between diverse mentors and protégés.  I look at cultural intelligence and emotional 
intelligence of the mentor and protégé in mentoring relationships as possible important 
antecedents.  Then, using social information processing theory, I examined their impact 
on success criteria of attitude homophily and relationship quality.  The overarching 
theory is that of social information processing theory (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971).   
The objectives of this study were to: 
 Develop a model of successful diverse mentoring relationships that is 
grounded in social information processing theory, which has not been used 
much in mentoring research at this point. 
 Empirically test this model using a sample of mentors and protégés who are 
participating in diverse mentoring relationships. 
 Contribute to future mentoring research by validating success criteria. 
 Contribute to the management of diverse mentoring programs by offering 
suggestions for ensuring success based on the results of the empirical test of 
the proposed model. 
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3. THE CONTEXT OF THIS STUDY 
 
I used participants of StudyResponse who self-reported as being in a 
racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationship.  I did not use matched pair of mentors 
and protégés within a single relationship; rather, I collected a data set of mentors 
separately from a data set of protégés. 
4. CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
This study offers several contributions to mentoring research.  One is that it 
examines the mentoring relationship from a fairly new theoretical perspective, social 
information processing (SIP), which is a theory that may yield new insight into 
mentoring.  It empirically tested a model that is grounded in SIP and validated success 
criteria of attitude homophily and relationship quality.  It tested the model with two sets 
of data, those of mentors and those of protégés. 
This study also hoped to offer some practical contributions.  If CQ and EQ were 
shown to impact the tested success criteria, it would be possible for an organization to 
test individuals that one is considering for a diverse mentoring relationship.  It is also 
possible to train people to raise their CQ and EQ, and an organization may decide to train 
its members in advance of placing them as mentors or protégés in diverse mentoring 
relationships, or while the relationships are developing.  The impact of this testing and 
training may result in higher quality mentoring relationships, which will be beneficial to 
the mentor/protégé in diverse mentoring relationships.  Likewise, if attitude homophily 
(or similarity) is found to impact perceived relationship quality, mentoring program 
facilitators may wish to clarify areas of homophily or have the dyads discuss some of the 
attitudinal topics in order to discover similarities between themselves.   
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In the next chapter, I review the literature on diverse mentoring, including 
definitions, the mentoring process, theories used to examine mentoring, findings of 
quantitative as well as qualitative research, a review of methods used, and a conclusion 
that indicates future research possibilities.  In Chapter 3, I develop the theory, model, and 
hypotheses.  Chapter 4 includes a report of methods, including sample and data 
collection, measures used, and analyses.  Finally, Chapter 5 covers the discussion, 
including limitations, implications, future research, and the conclusion. 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 
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1. DEFINITIONS 
 
Mentoring and Participants 
 
Mentoring is an important developmental resource for career and personal growth 
(Kram, 1985).  Kram (1985), in a seminal work, defined mentoring as an intense 
interpersonal relationship where a more senior individual (the mentor) provides guidance 
and support to a more junior organizational member (the protégé).  Kram added that both 
participants are working together in this relationship that has been mutually agreed upon.  
Mentoring has been differentiated from other developmental and work relationships on 
several dimensions, including the power of the mentor, the relationship’s emotional 
intensity, the hierarchical distance between the mentor and protégé, the focus and amount 
of assistance given by the mentor, and the relationship’s social origins (Wanberg, Welsh, 
& Hezlett, 2003). 
The mentor is defined as an older, more experienced person that helps someone 
younger to find his/her way through the adult world and employment (Kram, 1985).  A 
mentor might or might not be employed by the same organization as the protégé (Ragins, 
1997).  The protégé is the second person in the mentoring relationship, generally 
younger, less senior, less experienced and sometimes employed in lower job roles than 
the mentor. 
Mentoring Programs 
 
There are two main types of mentoring programs: informal and formal.  Informal 
mentoring relationships, as the name suggests, develop by mutual identification, often 
spontaneously, where mentors choose protégés whom they see as younger versions of 
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themselves, and protégés decide on mentors whom they view as role models (Ragins, 
Cotton, & Miller, 2000).  Informal mentoring relationships, as such, do not necessarily 
occur between employees of an organization, but can develop between persons employed 
in different organizations or even different industries. 
A formal mentoring program is an organized program managed by the 
organization, typically using a systematic selection and matching process (Chao, Walz, & 
Gardner, 1992).  Eligibility for participation varies among organizations that use formal 
mentoring from allowing anyone in the organization to take on the role of mentor or 
protégé to using screening criteria such as job performance, nomination by other 
individuals, or job type (Eddy, Tannenbaum, Alliger, D'Abate, & Givens, 2001). 
A newer type of mentoring, that of group mentoring, has been said to occur in 
professional associations.  This type of mentoring came about as the demand for 
organization-wide mentoring grew, and the ability to meet this widespread need with 
traditional one-on-one mentoring is virtually impossible (Carvin, 2011).  These programs 
bring together multiple experts (mentors) and multiple learners (protégés) in a group.  
Although the presentation is in a group, this is considered group mentoring rather than 
classroom learning because each protégé works on his/her own needs and goals, and the 
relationship between the mentors and protégés grows past that of student/teacher (Carvin, 
2011).  This may well be an area that could supplement an organization’s mentoring, 
whether formal or informal (Carvin, 2011).  It is also believed to be a possible method to 
provide mentoring in flattened organizations that simply do not have enough veteran 
executives to fill the need (Kaye, 1999). 
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Mentoring Functions and Roles 
 
Mentoring relationships contribute to both participants in two broad categories of 
mentoring functions (Kram, 1985).  Mentoring functions traditionally have included 
vocational/career functions and psychosocial/personal development (Wanberg et al., 
2003).  Career functions generally help protégés learn and aid their career advancement, 
and include coaching, challenging assignments, exposure, protection and sponsorship, 
while psychosocial functions build on trust and interpersonal bonds and include 
acceptance, counseling, friendship and role modeling (Ragins & Kram, 2007).  A third 
type of function is one that both mentors and protégés exhibit, and is called relational 
functions (Ragins, 2011).  This area includes functions such as personal learning and 
growth, inspiration, affirmation of selves, shared influence and mutual respect, and trust 
and commitment (Ragins, 2011).  These functions are detailed in Table 1.  
INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 
 
Two additional roles/functions were observed (Clawson & Kram, 1984; Kram, 
1985), parental and social, that may emerge, generally as a result of sexual issues in 
cross-gender relationships.  In order to neutralize sexual concerns, a cross-gender mentor 
may assume a parental role, or a cross-gender mentor may be viewed by the protégé as a 
parent figure, which is asexual in nature.  Social roles are those that involve one-on-one 
informal, after-work activities.  These social roles are often avoided in cross-gender 
relationships that may be misconstrued as sexual attraction between the mentor and 
protégé.  The public image of cross-gender relationships is a concern that may need to be 
managed (Clawson & Kram, 1984). 
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2. MENTORING PROCESS 
 
Mentoring Phases 
 
 Four predictable, although not entirely distinct, mentoring phases have been 
defined by Kram (1983), which have different levels of mentoring functions, experiences, 
and types of interactions.  These phases are initiation, cultivation, separation, and 
redefinition.  The initiation phase is when the relationship is started and the mentor and 
protégé choose/meet each other and begin to get to know one another.  The cultivation 
phase is one where the relationship becomes a more mutual exchange, shifting away from 
the one-way helping relationship from which it began (Kram, 1985).  This phase is also 
the phase where the range of mentoring functions provided is at its maximum (Kram, 
1983).  The separation phase occurs as the protégé experiences new independence and 
autonomy and both partners reassess the relationship, and this phase generally is 
characterized by disruption of the equilibrium that has been built in the cultivation stage 
(Kram, 1983).  Most mentoring relationships reach termination because of physical 
separation rather than psychological reasons (Ragins & Scandura, 1997).  Finally, the 
redefinition phase is reached in some mentoring relationships; others may end at the 
separation stage.  The redefinition phase occurs when the mentoring relationship 
primarily becomes a friendship (Kram, 1983), where the mentor and protégé continue to 
have some informal contact.   
 
3. THEORIES USED TO EXAMINE MENTORING 
 
Kram’s seminal work (1985) developed a theory in mentoring functions and roles.  
Most research on mentoring is based on her theoretical work using a network lens.  There 
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are a great number of different theories used in investigating mentoring relationships, 
which follow.   
Mentoring schema theory has been developed to examine how mentoring schemas 
(mental maps derived from past experiences/relationships that guide both mentor’s and 
protégé’s behaviors, expectations, and perceptions) are shaped by relational learning and 
individual differences, and it is used to explore the impact of mentoring schemas on the 
behaviors, expectations, and evaluation of the relationship by both partners (Ragins & 
Verbos, 2007).   
Lawrence’s organizational theory of age (Lawrence, 1987, 1988) states that age 
distributions (the patterns of employee chronological age within an organization or role) 
drive the development of age norms (shared assumptions concerning the 
normal/appropriate ages of employees within an organization or role) that produce age 
effects (outcomes that occur as a result of employee age) (Lawrence, 1987).  This theory 
was used by Finkelstein and colleagues to study the role of age within mentoring 
relationships (Finkelstein, Allen, & Rhoton, 2003).   
Intentional change theory describes the individual components and process of 
desirable, sustainable change in a person’s behavior, thoughts, feelings, and perceptions 
(Boyatzis, 2006), and can be said to describe and explain learning as a form of this 
desired change (Boyatzis, 2007).  Boyatzis (2007) uses intentional change theory to 
examine the role of mentors and the process of mentoring to effect desired changes in 
protégés.   
Leader-member exchange theory states that leaders differentiate their 
subordinates according to several characteristics, and the two groups formed become in-
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groups and out-groups, which are treated differently by the leader (Dansereau, 1975).  In 
formal mentoring relationships, the mentor serves as a type of leader of the protégé.  
Women are less likely to be members of the in-group, and therefore may have limited 
access to mentors who are able to share informal communications networks (Noe, 1988).  
Lack of in-group membership affects mentoring and, therefore, the organization (Noe, 
1988).   
Social identity theory is a social psychological analysis of the role of self-
conception in group membership and processes, and in intergroup relations (Hogg, 2006).  
Tajfel (1981) used this theory to define ethnic identity as a concept of self, and Gonzalez-
Figueroa and Young (2005) examined ethnic identity’s impact on mentoring.   
One set of researchers included SIP in their study of perceptions of support, 
indicating that SIP explains that consequences not only shape future behavior, but also 
beliefs about the current social context (Eby, Lockwood, & Butts, 2006).   
Mentoring research can benefit from continued, theoretical-based studies that 
connect to related disciplines of networks, communication, careers, and psychology, 
among others (Ragins & Kram, 2007). 
 
4. FINDINGS OF QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 
 
Points of Mentoring 
 
 Past research of mentoring generally looks at one or more of these three points of 
mentoring:  entry point, mentoring behaviors, and effects/outcomes of mentoring.  The 
entry point is comparable to the initiation stage above, where the two parties are forming 
their connection.  The point of mentoring behaviors can comprise the cultivation and 
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separation phases, and examines the behaviors of the mentor and the protégé during their 
relationship.  The point of effects/outcomes examines the outcomes on both parties either 
throughout the mentoring relationship or after the relationship ends.  These three points 
will be the format through which I review past mentoring research findings and are 
shown in Figure 1. 
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE 
 
Entry Point 
 
 Past literature has examined personality characteristics, demographics, history, 
and organization/job factors as independent variables (IVs), but there does not seem to be 
consensus on which IVs are important throughout all studies, possibly because of the 
variety of purposes of the many studies undertaken.  For instance, among personality 
characteristics, some are only studied in one published study reported in this paper [i.e., 
emotional stability (Turban & Dougherty, 1994) and extroversion (Aryee, Lo, & Kang, 
1999)].  Likewise, for history, many studies do not include length of employment or past 
mentoring experience, including Gonzalez-Figueroa & Young, 2005 and Thomas, et al., 
2005.  In addition to IVs, a plethora of other studies use many of these as control 
variables.  The dependent variables also do not seem to be the same throughout different 
studies, and include willingness to enter into a mentoring relationship, likelihood to have 
an informal mentor rather than a formal mentor, perceptions of barriers to mentoring, and 
selection criteria of both the mentor and protégé, among others.   
A listing of studied protégé and organization characteristics and findings at the 
entry point is found in Table 2 and is discussed below.  Table 3 outlines some mentor 
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characteristics (personality, demographics, and history) that have been studied at the 
entry point as well as findings. 
INSERT TABLES 2 AND 3 HERE 
 
 The study of mentor and protégé characteristics’ influence on the mentoring 
relationship has been studied and has expanded our knowledge of the development and 
processes of mentoring (Wanberg et al., 2003).  These characteristics include personality 
characteristics as well as demographics and history/experience.  A practical application of 
these studies is the possibility of identifying mentors or protégés within an organization 
that will perform exceptionally well within a mentoring relationship.  
Protégé Findings 
 
Protégé characteristics have been examined in three broad areas that fit into the entry 
point:  1) their relationship to the protégés’ motivation to seek mentors or enter into a 
mentoring relationship; 2) the protégé characteristics that mentors desire in protégés; and 
3) differences in mentored individuals vs. non-mentored individuals (Wanberg et al., 
2003).   
 
Willingness to be mentored/likelihood to be mentored 
 
The issue of whether a person enters into a mentoring relationship as a protégé 
has been labeled several different ways.  When examining overall willingness to be 
mentored among Latinas, ethnic identity was found to be not significant (Gonzalez-
Figueroa & Young, 2005).  Fagenson (1992) studied protégés and nonprotégés  and 
found that one’s need for achievement and need for power were positively related to 
becoming a protégé, while need for affiliation and need for autonomy were not 
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significant in the study.  The likelihood of being selected as a protégé was found to be 
positive for those with perceived ability/potential in informal mentoring (Allen, Poteet, & 
Russell, 2000).  Gender of possible protégés has found mixed results.  Smith and 
colleagues (2000), and Waldeck and colleagues (1997) found a positive relationship for 
females’ likelihood to become  protégés, but two other groups of researchers found no 
significant main effect of gender (O'Brien, Biga, Kessler, & Allen, 2010; Thomas, Hu, 
Gewin, Bingham, & Yanchus, 2005).  Gender was not found to be significantly related to 
whether a mentoring relationship is formal or informal (Allen & Eby, 2003).  Finally, 
race was found to be significantly related to likelihood to have an informal mentor rather 
than a formal mentor for black protégés (Viator, 2001), and negatively related for racial 
minorities to become a protégé (McDonald & Westphal, 2013).  It was interesting to find 
that marital status was significant for women in the United States, in that they were less 
likely to become a protégé than single women, although marital status did not have an 
impact for Taiwanese women (Ramaswami, Huang, & Dreher, 2014).  Regarding main 
effects of race, significant findings were not found by two research studies (Smith et al., 
2000; Thomas et al., 2005).  Finally, protégés’ level of advancement expectations, 
proactive behaviors, and strength of promotional history were found to be positively 
related to becoming a protégé (Singh, Ragins, & Tharenou, 2009b). 
Relationship initiated by protégé  
 
This antecedent has been solely studied for informal mentoring.  Two groups of 
researchers have looked at relationships that have been initiated by the protégé, although 
they looked at several different IVs, with only two of them overlapping in the two 
studies.  Emotional stability of the protégé was found to be positively related to protégé 
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initiation (Turban & Dougherty, 1994), while extroversion and Type A personality were 
not significantly related (Aryee et al., 1999).  Both studies did find significant positive 
relationships with both internal locus of control and self-monitoring of the protégé in 
relation to the protégé initiating the relationship (Aryee et al., 1999; Turban & 
Dougherty, 1994).  Several organizational or job-related constructs were also examined 
in this context.  In a study of Chinese employees, an organization’s culture of individual 
development and its information sharing norms were not found to significantly impact 
whether or not the mentoring relationship was initiated by the protégé, while 
opportunities for interactions on the job was found to positively impact the protégé 
initiation (Aryee et al., 1999). 
Likelihood of protégé to receive a white, male mentor 
 
One pair of researchers examined the likelihood of protégés to receive a white, 
male mentor, and found that there was a significant positive relationship for both males 
and for whites, each being analyzed separately (Dreher & Cox Jr, 1996). Another study 
found a negative relationship for black and Hispanic MBA students to receive a white, 
male mentor (Dreher & Chargois, 1998).  
Protégé desire for mentor of similar ethnicity 
 
Another pair of researchers found that, although Latinas’ level of ethnic identity 
did not impact their overall willingness to be mentored, as reported above, there was a 
positive effect of their ethnic identity level on their desire for a similar mentor in terms of 
ethnicity (Gonzalez-Figueroa & Young, 2005).  Also, another study found the desire for a 
similar mentor in participants that reported as being in an ethnic minority (Syed, Goza, 
Chemers, & Zurbriggen, 2012).   
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Protégés’ perceptions of barriers to mentoring 
 
Finally, perceptions of barriers to mentoring have been examined.  Females 
(Ragins & Cotton, 1991) and African Americans (Viator, 2001) have both been found to 
have significantly higher perceptions of these mentoring barriers.  Another researcher did 
not find a significant relationship for gender, but did find a negative relationship for 
socioeconomic origin (Blickle, Schneider, Meurs, & Perrewé, 2010).  In addition to these 
demographic issues, protégés’ history has also significantly impacted their perceptions of 
these barriers.  A protégé’s length of employment and past mentoring experience have 
both been found to reduce these perceptions (Ragins & Cotton, 1991). 
Mentor Findings 
 
 Mentor characteristics have also been studied.  Three broad areas have been 
examined in this area that relate to the entry point:  1) the characteristics that protégés 
seek in mentors; 2) what impacts experienced individuals’ motivation to serve as mentors 
(Wanberg et al., 2003) and 3) perceived barriers to mentor.   
Willingness to mentor 
 
 A person’s willingness to mentor has been studied extensively as researchers 
examined those that chose to become mentors in either formal or informal relationships.  
Several personality characteristics were positively related to one’s willingness to mentor, 
including helpfulness (Allen, 2003), internal locus of control (Allen, Poteet, Russell, & 
Dobbins, 1997), other-oriented empathy (Allen, 2003), proactivity (Thomas et al., 2005) 
and upward striving (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 1997), while a person’s perception of 
job-induced stress was not found to significantly decrease one’s willingness to become a 
mentor (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997).  Regarding mentors’ demographics, studies 
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have looked at age, education, and gender.  The age of the mentor has been found to have 
mixed results.  One set of researchers did not find a significant relationship between age 
and willingness to mentor (Ragins & Cotton, 1993).  Later, Allen and colleagues 
hypothesized that age would be positively related to willingness to mentor, but they 
found the opposite effect, that younger people were actually more willing to become 
mentors (1997).  Education was found to have a positive effect on willingness to mentor 
(Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 1997).  Gender, again, had mixed results in multiple 
studies.  Two studies found gender to not have a significant effect on a person’s 
willingness to become a mentor (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 1997; Ragins & Cotton, 
1993), while a later research study found that females were more willing to become 
mentors (Thomas et al., 2005).  Previous experience as a mentor was found to be 
significantly positive toward willingness to mentor in one study (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et 
al., 1997), while past experience as a protégé was found significantly positive in two 
studies (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 1997; Ragins & Cotton, 1993).  A surprising find, 
contrary to hypothesis, was that length of employment of the mentor was negatively 
related to his/her willingness to become a mentor (Ragins & Cotton, 1993).  As expected, 
the same study found that organizational rank had a positive impact on willingness to 
mentor (Ragins & Cotton, 1993).  Finally, the quality of one’s relationship with one’s 
supervisor also had a significant positive impact on willingness to become a mentor 
(Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 1997). 
Mentors’ selection of particular protégés   
 
One group of researchers also examined reasons that mentors selected particular 
protégés.  They found that the mentor’s advancement aspirations had a positive impact on 
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the mentor’s likelihood to select a protégé that was perceived to be in need of help (Allen 
et al., 2000).  Protégés perceived to be higher in ability/potential were more likely to be 
chosen by mentors who perceived greater barriers to mentoring, but more likely to be 
chosen by female mentors (Allen et al., 2000). 
Another group of researchers found that “rising stars” are more likely to be 
mentored than others, specifically looking at past promotion rates, advancement 
expectations, and engagement in proactive career behaviors (Singh et al., 2009b). 
Mentors’ perceptions of barriers to mentoring 
 
When considering becoming a mentor, perceptions of barriers to mentoring also 
play a part.  Mentors’ job-induced stress has been found to have a negative impact on 
their  perception to mentoring barriers, while both mentors’ internal locus of control and 
mentors’ upward striving were found to have no effect (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997).  The impact of demographics has also been studied to affect willingness to mentor.  
Age has not been found to be a significant factor in a person’s perceptions of barriers to 
mentor (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997).  Gender of the mentor has had mixed results; 
it was found not to be significantly related by one study (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997), while females were found to perceive more barriers in another study (Ragins & 
Cotton, 1993).   
All said, studies of the antecedents to mentoring programs have been extremely 
diverse in their choice of personality characteristics, demographics, history of the mentor 
and protégé, and organization/job characteristics.   
Mentoring Behavior Point 
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 Tables 4 and 5 depict protégé and mentor findings at this point in the mentoring 
process, and I will discuss them below. 
INSERT TABLES 4 AND 5 HERE 
Protégé Findings 
 
Types and amounts of mentoring behaviors received as well as the quality of the 
relationship, role ambiguity and role conflict, and comfort sharing information with 
emotive female protégés, all as perceived by the protégé, are the main protégé dependent 
variables studied at this point.  The protégé independent variables that have been studied 
include the protégé personality characteristics, protégé demographics, organizational 
factors, and dyad characteristics.     
Amount or type of overall mentoring received 
 
 Quite a few protégé personality characteristics were found not to be significant in 
terms of amount or type of mentoring received, including extroversion, internal locus of 
control, self-monitoring, and Type A personality (Aryee et al., 1999).  Two other 
characteristics were found to be positively related to mentoring received; that of the 
protégé’s willingness to be mentored (Gonzalez-Figueroa & Young, 2005) and the 
initiation of the mentoring relationship by the protégé (Turban & Dougherty, 1994). 
 Race of protégé has been found to impact the mentoring received, where black 
mentors resulted in more mentoring of black protégés (Barrett, Cervero, & Johnson-
Bailey, 2004).  While not significant, in opposition to the hypothesis, one researcher 
found that white female protégés received less mentoring than black females (Blake-
Beard, 1999). 
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 Characteristics of mentors have also been studied.  One groups of researchers 
found that the level of the mentor’s perceived organizational support was significantly 
positive to the mentoring received by the protégé (Hu, Wang, Yang, & Wu, 2014). 
 Organizational factors have also been found to impact the amount of mentoring 
received by protégés.  An organization’s individual development culture and information 
sharing norms have been found to positively affect mentoring received within it, while a 
protégé’s opportunities for interactions on the job was not found to impact mentoring 
received (Aryee et al., 1999).  Finally, dyad characteristics were studied.  Homogeneous 
dyads in terms of race were found by Thomas to have a higher amount of mentoring 
received by the protégé (1990).  Also, deep-level dissimilarity within the dyad had a 
significantly negative relationship to mentoring received (Hu, Wang, et al., 2014; 
Lankau, Riordan, & Thomas, 2005).  Both actual and perceived demographic similarity 
within dyads have been found to be positively related to mentoring received (Lankau et 
al., 2005). 
Amount of specific mentoring received (psychosocial, career, role modeling, or 
other support) 
 
 In addition to overall mentoring received, many researchers have looked at the 
demographics of the protégé as they relate to specific mentoring behaviors.  Age has been 
examined, and younger protégés have been found to receive higher levels of career 
mentoring, although the level of role modeling received was not found to be significantly 
different (Finkelstein et al., 2003).  Gender of the protégés has been studied, and 
significantly positive effects were found for females for psychosocial support and role 
modeling (Blake-Beard, Bayne, Crosby, & Muller, 2011; O'Brien et al., 2010), while 
significantly positive effects were found for male protégés in terms of career support 
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(O'Brien et al., 2010).  Marital status of protégés was examined for protégés in the United 
States and Taiwan, and the only significant finding was that psychosocial support was 
positive for U.S. married males (Ramaswami et al., 2014).  The level of liking by the 
protégé of the mentor was found to positively relate to vocational support offered, 
although it was not related to career support or role modeling (Lankau et al., 2005).  Age 
diversity within the mentoring dyad was not found to significantly affect the amount of 
psychosocial support received (Finkelstein et al., 2003).  Gender diversity within the 
dyad was found not to be significant throughout the specific types of support received; 
that of psychosocial support and career support for minority and female protégés (Smith 
et al., 2000), for psychosocial support for all protégés studied (Sosik & Godshalk, 2000), 
for role modeling (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher, Grant-Vallone, & Marelich, 2002; 
Sosik & Godshalk, 2000), and for vocational mentor support (Ensher et al., 2002).  
However, one study found a positive relationship for psychosocial support for dyads of 
the same gender (Blake-Beard et al., 2011) and another for all dyads (Ensher et al., 2002).  
Another study did not find a significant relationship between both the mentor’s level of 
liking of the protégé onto the protégé’s perception of psychological support, although and 
perceived deep level similarity within the dyad was found to be positively related to 
psychosocial support (Lankau et al., 2005).  Attitude similarity within the dyads was 
studied and found to be positively related to psychosocial support (Ensher et al., 2002), 
role modeling, and vocational mentor support (Ensher et al., 2002).  Race of protégés has 
been examined, and it was found that black protégés received less career support than 
white protégés in formal programs, but not informal programs (Viator, 2001).  Black 
protégés were found to receive less psychosocial support from Caucasian formal mentors 
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(but not informal mentors), and were found to receive more psychosocial support from 
black mentors in both types of programs (Viator, 2001).  Asian protégés were found to 
receive less psychosocial support and less role modeling than Caucasians (Blake-Beard et 
al., 2011).  Mentoring for gay and lesbian protégés has also been studied, and there was a 
significantly positive relationship with psychosocial support from gay/lesbian mentors 
(Hebl, Tonidandel, & Ruggs, 2012), while career support was offered more to 
heterosexual protégés than to lesbian/bisexuals (Barratt, Bergman, & Thompson, 2014).  
Racial similarity within the dyad was studied, and one group found that there was a 
significant positive impact on amount of psychosocial support received and instrumental 
support received when both the mentor and protégé were of color (Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005).  However, these same researchers did not find a significant impact of 
racial similarity on networking support (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).  Other studies 
found positive relationships for psychosocial support, career support, and role modeling 
for dyads of the same race (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher et al., 2002).  Ensher and 
colleagues also found a positive relationship between racial similarity and vocational 
mentor support (Ensher et al., 2002).  Mentor’s willingness to mentor was examined in 
light of protégé findings, and it was found that there was a positive relationship to 
psychosocial support, role modeling, and vocational support (Hartmann, Rutherford, 
Feinberg, & Anderson, 2014).  Finally, interaction frequency was also found to have a 
positive relationship to psychosocial support (Eby et al., 2013).   
Role ambiguity and role conflict, and comfortable sharing of information  
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 One set of researchers found a negative relationship in levels of role ambiguity 
and conflict in mentored vs. non-mentored workers (Specht, 2013).  Another study 
found a negative relationship for male mentors in comfort in sharing information 
with emotive female protégés (Leck & Orser, 2013). 
Protégé’s perceived importance of amount of contact with mentor 
 
One group of researchers found a negative relationship for students of 
underrepresented minorities and Asian American students in matched-background 
mentoring relationships over white students (Dreher & Chargois, 1998). 
Protégé’s liking of mentor  
 
A study (Lankau et al., 2005) found that deep-level similarity within a mentoring 
dyad is positively related to the protégé liking the mentor. 
Quality of mentoring relationship perceived by protégé  
 
Finally one group of researchers posited that older protégés would perceive a 
lower quality of the mentoring relationship, but the opposite was found, although the 
positive relationship was not significant (Finkelstein et al., 2003).   
Mentor Findings 
 
Characteristics of the mentor (personality, demographics, and experience, and 
actions) have also been examined as they relate to mentoring behaviors.  The dependent 
variables in this area are overall, psychosocial, role modeling, and career mentoring 
provided, as well as the similarity of the mentors’ and protégés’ perceptions of 
mentoring, the protégés’ perceptions of the mentors’ role, and mentor satisfaction with 
the program.   
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Overall mentoring provided 
 
 Regarding overall mentoring provided, age diversity within the mentoring dyad 
was found not to be significantly related, but both gender diversity and nationality 
diversity within the dyad had a significant, negative affect on overall mentoring provided 
(Feldman, Folks, & Turnley, 1999).  The amount of time spent with the partner had a 
significant positive impact on overall mentoring, as did those relationships where the 
mentor had initiated the relationship (Mullen, 1998).   
Amount of specific mentoring provided (psychosocial, career support, role 
modeling) 
 
Besides overall mentoring, the individual facets of mentoring were also studied, those of 
psychosocial, career mentoring, and role modeling.  Mentor personality characteristics 
portrayed a mix of results in this area (Allen, 2003).  Mentor helpfulness did not impact 
psychosocial mentoring, but positively impacted career mentoring.  Intrinsic satisfaction 
and other-oriented empathy of the mentor had opposite results:  both were positively 
significant in psychosocial mentoring but not significant for career mentoring.  A 
mentor’s self-enhancement motive, however, was found to be significantly positive in 
both psychosocial and career mentoring.  A mentor’s organizational commitment was 
also found to positively impact psychosocial mentoring and role modeling (Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011).  Gender also impacted two facets – gender tests indicated that female 
mentors were more likely to provide psychosocial mentoring, while male mentors were 
more likely to provide career mentoring in two separate studies (Allen & Eby, 2004; 
O'Brien et al., 2010).  Another pair of researchers received similar results, where females 
were less likely to offer career mentoring (Sosik & Godshalk, 2000).  Protégé gender also 
impacted types of mentoring provided.  Female protégés were offered more psychosocial 
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mentoring overall; however, further analysis found that females received more 
psychosocial mentoring from female mentors and this relationship was not significant for 
male protégés and male mentors (Allen & Eby, 2004).  The protégé gender did not 
significantly impact the amount of career mentoring provided by mentors (Allen & Eby, 
2004).  Racial similarity within the mentoring dyad was found to have a positive 
relationship with role modeling (Lankau et al., 2005).  The protégé’s perception of 
education similarity with the mentor was found to have a negative relationship with 
psychosocial mentoring, while liking of the mentor by the protégé was found to have a 
positive relationship with psychosocial mentoring (Lankau et al., 2005).  However, there 
was a positive finding in protégé perception of the mentor role for female protégés and 
female mentors (Leck & Orser, 2013).  Another group of researchers found that gender 
diversity within the mentoring dyad did not significantly impact psychosocial mentoring 
(Allen & Eby, 2004).  The amount of time spent with the partner was found to positively 
impact the levels of psychosocial mentoring, career mentoring, and role modeling 
(Weinberg & Lankau, 2011).  The duration of the mentoring relationship was also 
examined, and it was found to not be significantly related to the level of psychosocial 
mentoring offered, but it was positively related to career mentoring (Allen & Eby, 2004).  
This study was one of the rare studies that examined and compared both formal and 
informal programs.  They found that the type of program (formal vs. informal) did not 
significantly impact the levels of either psychosocial or career mentoring provided (Allen 
& Eby, 2004).  Prior experience as a mentor was positively related to career mentoring 
(Allen & Eby, 2004).  Finally a study on mentor satisfaction with the program was 
published, indicating that role modeling actions had a significant positive impact, while 
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vocational mentoring actions were not found to be significant, and psychosocial actions 
had a negative impact (Weinberg & Lankau, 2011). 
Similarity in perceptions of mentoring activities by protégé and mentor 
 
 Mentors’ and protégés’ perceptions of mentoring were also measured in one 
study.  Age diversity within the mentoring dyad was found to negatively impact the 
similarity of mentoring perceptions between the two members, while educational 
diversity and gender diversity did not have significant impact (Fagenson-Eland, Baugh, 
& Lankau, 2005).  Finally, they found that diversity in tenure in the organization was 
negatively significant in the similarity of the members’ perceptions of mentoring 
activities (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2005).   
Quality of mentoring and mentorship learning as perceived by the mentor  
 
One study looked for links to a mentor’s perception of mentoring quality.  They 
were unable to find significant relationships of mentor gender, experience as a mentor, 
protégé gender, informal vs. formal relationship, gender diversity, or  interaction 
frequency, on mentoring quality or on mentorship learning (Allen & Eby, 2003).  They 
were also unable to find a significant relationship between formal vs. informal 
relationship and overall mentoring offered.  However, they did find a positive 
relationship between perceived similarity within the dyad and mentoring quality as 
perceived by the mentor (Allen & Eby, 2003). 
Mentors liking of their protégés  
 
One group of researchers looked at possible antecedents of mentors liking their 
protégés.  They found a positive relationship for gender similarity and deep-level 
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similarity, but they found a surprising negative relationship for functional level similarity 
with the level of mentors liking their protégés (Lankau et al., 2005). 
Protégé perceptions of mentor role 
 
 Finally, one study examined how gender diversity affected protégés’ 
acknowledgement of the mentor roles demonstrated through their mentoring 
relationships.  They found that gender diversity negatively affected the protégés’ reports 
of the mentor in a social role or providing the role modeling function, but this diversity 
had no significant effect on the protégés’ reports of the mentor providing a friendship role 
(Ragins & McFarlin, 1990). 
 In this area, again, the IVs of personality, demographics, history, organization/job 
characteristics, and dyad characteristics are used in different combinations by different 
researchers.  The dependent variables in the majority of studies in this section consist of 
the different functions of mentoring received (career, psychosocial, role modeling, other).    
 
Effects/Outcomes of Mentoring Point 
 
 Characteristics of the protégé, mentor, and dyad, as well as mentoring behavior 
have been studied at this point and are detailed in Table 6.  At this level, there appears to 
be little if any consensus on what effects or outcomes of mentoring are important and 
should be measured.  It is possible that researchers are still looking for a few areas where 
positive (or negative) impacts of the mentoring process come together.  In the meantime, 
I will cover over 25 separate dependent variables that have been studied, including 
several types of satisfaction, compensation, intentions, and perceptions of both the 
mentor and the protégé. 
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INSERT TABLE 6 HERE 
Protégé career advancement/career attainment 
 
 Career advancement of protégés has been studied.  Tharenou found that gender of 
the protégé has a significant effect in that career support increases female protégés’ 
career advancement more than male protégés, and that psychosocial mentoring is 
significantly less related to their career advancement (2005).  She also found that career-
related mentoring was significantly higher for female protégés when the mentor was male 
rather than female (2005).  A similar construct, career attainment of an employee, was 
found to be positively impacted by whether the employee had been mentored/was a 
protégé (Turban & Dougherty, 1994).  
Protégé career commitment 
 
 Career commitment of the protégé was found to be significantly positively related 
to the protégé’s perception of the mentoring having been highly satisfying (Ragins et al., 
2000). 
Protégé career satisfaction and career progress satisfaction 
 
 Protégé satisfaction with career and satisfaction with career progress have also 
been examined.  Blake-Beard found there to be no moderation between mentoring and 
satisfaction with career progress by race, contrary to expectations (1999).  Regarding 
career satisfaction, protégés’ satisfaction has been found to be higher than non-protégés 
in two different studies (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Wallace, 2001).  One 
of these went further to check two facets of mentoring, and found that career satisfaction 
was positively related to both career-related mentoring and psychosocial mentoring 
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received (Allen et al., 2004).  The prestige of a mentor was found to have a positive effect 
on career satisfaction (Hu, Wang, et al., 2014), as was the amount of meetings between 
members and the level of collegiality between the members (DeCastro, Griffith, Ubel, 
Stewart, & Jagsi, 2014).  Finally, the role of mentor gender was examined, and career 
satisfaction of female protégés was found to be positively related to having female 
mentors (Wallace, 2001). 
Protégé commitment by mentor 
 
 One study looked at the commitment by the mentor to the protégé and found that 
homogeneity of the dyad in that both people were of color was not significantly related to 
the commitment level (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005). 
Protégé compensation/salary and satisfaction with compensation 
 
 Not surprisingly, a large number of studies have examined the effects of 
mentoring on compensation or salary of the protégé.  Several studies found that having 
been mentored has had a positive effect on a person’s compensation (Allen et al., 2004; 
Dansky, 1996; Wallace, 2001).  The gender of the mentor was found to be significant, 
also; when studying female protégés, those with male mentors had higher compensation 
than those with female mentors (Wallace, 2001).  Also, race had an effect in that having a 
white mentor as opposed to one of color resulted in a positive change in compensation of 
the protégé (Dreher & Cox Jr, 1996) and African American university graduates had a 
positive relationship between having a white male mentor over no mentor (Dreher & 
Chargois, 1998).  When looking at the race of the protégé, no moderation was found 
between mentoring and compensation (Blake-Beard, 1999).  Finally, one study looked at 
the mentoring behaviors and found a positive impact between both the level of career-
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related mentoring and the level of psychosocial mentoring on protégé compensation 
(Allen et al., 2004).  One study also looked at protégé compensation satisfaction, and 
found no moderation between mentoring and compensation satisfaction by race of the 
protégé (Blake-Beard, 1999). 
Protégé fulfillment of career expectations and career development 
 
 One researcher studied the employee’s perception of fulfillment of career 
expectations and found that the perceptions of protégés (vs. non-protégés) was positive, 
indicating one more value of having been mentored (Wallace, 2001).  Another study 
found a positive relationship between having been mentored with the protégé’s career 
development (Rueywei, Shih-Ying, & Min-Lang, 2014). 
Interpersonal comfort of protégé and mentor 
 
 One study examined interpersonal comfort of both the protégé and mentor in 
diverse and homogeneous pairs and found that homogeneity of the dyad (when both 
members were people of color) was positive for the protégé’s interpersonal comfort, but 
was not significant for the mentor (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005). 
Protégé intention to quit/intention to stay 
 
 Employees’ intention to quit (or to stay) has also been looked at by several 
different researchers, and they have found that simply being mentored may not be the 
ideal situation for employees that an organization wants to retain, but specifics of the 
dyad and relationship may be just as important. However, one study did find a negative 
relationship between being mentored and intention to quit (Richard, Ismail, Bhuian, & 
Taylor, 2009).  One found a negative relationship between a protégé’s perception of a 
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highly satisfying mentoring relationship and that protégé’s intention to quit (Ragins et al., 
2000).  For female protégés, having a female mentor rather than a male mentor was found 
to positively impact the protégés’ intention to stay (Wallace, 2001).  Finally, another 
study found that the level of psychosocial mentoring received has a positive impact on a 
protégé’s intention to stay (Allen et al., 2004). 
Protégé job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
 
 Employee job satisfaction has also been studied as an outcome of mentoring.  One 
meta-analysis and one individual study found that having been mentored has a positive 
relationship with an employee’s job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2004; Ghosh & Reio Jr, 
2013) and a protégé’s organizational commitment (Ghosh & Reio Jr, 2013).  This same 
analysis found that the level of career-related mentoring received also has a positive 
impact on an employee’s job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2004).  Another study of 
employees being mentored found that a protégé’s perception of having been involved in a 
highly satisfying mentoring experience was positively related to that protégé’s job 
satisfaction (Ragins et al., 2000).  This same study found a positive relation between a 
protégé’s perception of a highly satisfying mentoring experience and that protégé’s 
organizational commitment (Ragins et al., 2000).  Yet another study found that for gays 
and lesbians, having gay mentors (over heterosexual mentors) was also positively related 
to their job satisfaction (Hebl et al., 2012).  A study of grad students found no significant 
relationships between mentor demographics and the protégés’ job satisfaction (Waldeck 
et al., 1997).  Career-related mentoring had a positive impact on a mentor’s and a 
protégé’s organizational commitment (Chun, Sosik, & Yun, 2012), while psychosocial 
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mentoring also had a positive impact on a mentor’s (Chun et al., 2012) and protégé’s 
(Ghosh & Reio Jr, 2013) organizational commitment. 
Protégé job title 
 
 One researcher found that having been mentored is correlated with one’s job title 
in a study of 88 participants in a company’s group mentoring program (Dansky, 1996).   
Protégé perception of career/professional success  
 
 Protégé perception of career/professional success is another dependent variable 
that has been studied by multiple (three) different studies, although each study used 
different IVs.  Turban and Dougherty found that having been mentored has a positive 
effect on employees’ perceived career success (1994).  Another study found a positive 
relationship between the amount of career-related mentoring received and the protégé’s 
perceived career success (Allen et al., 2004).  However, another study did not find a 
significant relationship between level of overall mentoring received and the protégé’s 
perception of professional success (Gonzalez-Figueroa & Young, 2005). 
Protégé learning  
 
 Protégé learning has also been studied by different studies.  One study found that 
the protégé’s level of achievement orientation positively affected his/her reports of 
personal learning, as did the perceived influence of the mentor he/she had (Hirschfield, 
Thomas, & Lankau, 2006).  This study also found a positive relationship between 
perceived influence of mentor and power enhancement of protégés (Hirschfield et al., 
2006).  Another study of international interns found that those mentored had higher 
learning about life as expatriates and higher learning about life in other cultures than non-
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mentored interns (Feldman et al., 1999).  These international interns that were mentored 
also had higher task mastery than those that were not mentored (Feldman et al., 1999).  A 
different research team found a positive relationship between the level of role modeling 
received through mentorship and the protégé’s personal skill development (Lankau & 
Scandura, 2002). 
Protégé satisfaction with mentor and mentoring relationship  
 
 Protégé satisfaction with both the mentor and the mentoring relationship/program 
has also been studied.  One study did not find significant relationships between either the 
protégé’s gender or race with his/her satisfaction with the mentoring relationship and/or 
program (Lyons & Oppler, 2004).  This same study did not find a significant relationship 
between the gender of the mentor with the protégé satisfaction with the relationship or 
program when the protégés were female (Lyons & Oppler, 2004).  These researchers did 
find that having the mentor selected by the protégé does have a positive impact on this 
satisfaction, but the racial composition of the dyad did not have a significant impact 
(Lyons & Oppler, 2004).  However, for protégés of color, having a mentor who is also of 
color had a positive relationship with the protégés’ satisfaction with the mentoring 
relationship or program (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).  The amount of meetings 
between the dyad also had a positive impact on the protégés’ satisfaction with the 
program (Lyons & Oppler, 2004).  A set of researchers looked at the mentoring 
experiences one had in the current relationship, and found that good experiences had a 
positive relationship to the protégé’s satisfaction with the mentoring relationship, as well 
the fact that bad experiences had a negative impact on both protégé’s and mentor’s 
intention to stay in the mentoring relationship (Eby, Butts, Durley, & Ragins, 2010).  
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Finally, looking at specific mentoring behaviors through a meta-analysis, the level of 
psychosocial mentoring received positively impacted the protégés’ program satisfaction 
(Allen et al., 2004).  This same meta-analysis found positive relationships between two 
facets of mentoring behaviors (career-related and psychosocial) on the protégé’s 
satisfaction with his or her mentor (Allen et al., 2004).   
Mentor satisfaction with mentoring relationship  
 
One study looked at the mentor’s satisfaction with the relationship when the 
protégé was a person of color, but did not find a significant effect of the mentor’s race in 
this relationship (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).  However, another study found 
significant positive relationships with training received by the mentor and the mentor’s 
confidence in his/her mentoring ability, with that mentor’s satisfaction with the 
relationship (Martin & Sifers, 2012).  A negative relationship between a mentor’s bad 
mentoring experiences in the current mentoring relationship and a mentor’s satisfaction 
with the mentoring relationship quality was also found (Eby et al., 2010). 
Protégé promotion 
 
 Studies have examined promotions of employees in regards to mentoring in 
several areas, those of promotion rate, promotion satisfaction, and promotional 
opportunities with generally positive results.  For gays and lesbians, promotion rates were 
found to be related to their having a heterosexual mentor rather than a gay mentor (Hebl 
et al., 2012).  A meta-analysis showed a positive relationship between having been 
mentored with promotion rate overall (Allen et al., 2004) as well as a later study (Hebl et 
al., 2012).  Yet another study found a positive relationship between having been 
mentored and the protégé’s promotion expectations (Singh, Ragins, & Tharenou, 2009a).  
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The meta-analysis found the same relationship when looking at two of the mentoring 
behaviors (career-related and psychosocial) and promotion rate (Allen et al., 2004).   
However, when a separate study looked at race, they did not find moderation between 
overall mentoring and promotion rate by race of protégé (Blake-Beard, 1999).  A 
protégé’s perception of having been involved in a highly satisfying mentoring program 
has been found to positively relate to that protégé’s satisfaction with his/her promotions 
(Ragins et al., 2000).  Finally, Wallace found that having been mentored has been 
positively related to female protégés’ promotional opportunities (2001).  However, for 
these female protégés, the relationship of promotional opportunities is not significantly 
affected by the gender of the mentor (Wallace, 2001). 
Benefits to protégés  
 
 One group of researchers studied the perceived influence of the mentor on 
benefits to protégés, and they found positive relationships between this perceived 
influence with both role modeling and work-related help to the protégé (Hirschfield et al., 
2006).  Another study examined expatriates that had mentors.  The levels of career-
related mentoring, role modeling, and psychosocial mentoring were all found to be 
positively related to those expatriates’ levels of general adjustment, office interaction, 
and work adjustment (Shen & Kram, 2011; Zhuang, Wu, & Wen, 2013).  Another study 
found career-related mentoring and role modeling to be positively related to a protégé’s 
organizational citizenship behaviors (Kwan, Liu, & Yim, 2011). 
5. FINDINGS OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 
Entry Point 
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Allen and Poteet (1999) concentrated on the entry point when they interviewed 27 
mentors, which resulted in a list of 20 dimensions of ideal mentor characteristics:  
Listening and communication skills; Patience; Knowledge of organization and industry; 
Ability to read and understand others; Honest/trustworthy; Genuine interest/self-
motivation; People oriented; Structure/vision; Common sense; Self-confidence; Open to 
suggestions; Willing to share information; Leadership qualities; Allows protégé to learn 
on own; Versatility/flexibility; Has respect of others; Provides reasonable goals; Ability 
to teach; Willingness to give feedback; and Fairness/objectivity.  Although meant for the 
area of academic medicine, a group of researchers came up with a list of desired 
characteristics of mentors through a review of qualitative research (Sambunjak, Straus, & 
Marusic, 2010).  They came up with a listing of (1) personal characteristics (altruistic; 
understanding; patient; honest; responsive; trustworthy; nonjudgmental; reliable; active 
listener; and motivator), (2) relational characteristics (accessible; sincerely dedicated to 
developing an important relationships with the mentee; sincerely wants to offer help in 
mentee’s best interest; able to identify potential strengths in their mentees; able to assist 
mentees in defining and reaching goals; holds a high standard for the mentee’s 
achievements; and compatible (“good match”) in terms of practice style, vision and 
personality, and (3) professional characteristics (senior and well-respected in their field; 
knowledgeable; and experienced) (Sambunjak et al., 2010). 
Mentoring Behavior Point 
 
Allen and Poteet looked at mentoring and pulled together 12 techniques for 
making the most out of the mentoring relationship:  Establish and open communication 
system with reciprocal feedback; Set standards, goals, and expectations; Trust; Care for 
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and enjoy each other; Allow mistakes; Take training programs; Willing participation; Be 
flexible; Be open and comfortable; Consider constraints to mentoring; Learn from others; 
and Work on common tasks (1999).   
Thomas looked at 22 cross-race developmental relationships and examined how 
their strategies for dealing with the issue of race affected the kind of relationship that 
developed between them and whether the senior person became a sponsor or a full 
mentor (1993).   The strategies for dealing with the racial difference were either denial 
and suppression or direct engagement.  He did not find what he expected, that in order for 
cross-race relationships to become mentor-protégé relationships, the parties would need 
to discuss their racial differences; rather, he asserts that there is not one best way for 
people to manage diversity.  When both parties preferred the same race strategy (denying 
and suppressing it, or discussing it openly) did the more supportive mentor-protégé 
relationship occur, rather than the relationship staying at the sponsorship level (Thomas, 
1993). 
The construct of trust in mentoring relationships was studied by Leck & Orser 
(2013).  They found that gender had a role in that female mentors trusted their female 
protégés more.  Women were more apt to rely on chemistry and trust immediately, while 
men stated they relied more on evidence and past successes. 
Effects/Outcomes of Mentoring Point 
 
Eby and Lockwood interviewed 24 mentors and 39 protégés to discuss benefits 
from participating in mentoring programs (2005).  Both mentors and protégés reported 
Learning as the most common benefit of participating in a formal mentoring relationship.  
Protégés reported Coaching, Psychosocial Support in the form of friendship, acceptance-
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and-confirmation, and counseling, Exposure and Visibility within the organization, Role 
Modeling key behaviors, Sponsorship for promotions. Career Planning, and Networking 
Opportunities (Eby & Lockwood, 2005).  Benefits unique to the mentors in this study 
included Developing a Personal Relationship, Personal Gratification, Enhanced 
Managerial Skills, and Self-Reflection (Eby & Lockwood, 2005).  A separate study of 
118 expatriates found a positive relationship between mentoring and the measured 
outcomes including job performance, intent to remain, and job satisfaction, among others 
(Feldman & Thomas, 1992). 
6. DIVERSITY AND MENTORING 
 
Mentoring research has been covering many facets of diversity through many studies.  
Some of the facets of diversity within the mentoring dyad include:  Age (Finkelstein et 
al., 2003); gender (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher et al., 2002; Smith et al., 2000); 
attitude (Ensher et al., 2002); actual and perceived demographic similarity (Lankau et al., 
2005); race (Lyons & Oppler, 2004; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005; Thomas, 1990); and 
nationality (Feldman et al., 1999).   
Mentoring Behavior Point 
 
Overall findings have been mixed for many of the dependent variables.  At the 
mentoring behavior point, age diversity within the dyad was found to be not significant 
for amount of psychosocial support (Finkelstein et al., 2003), not significant for overall 
mentoring (Feldman et al., 1999), and negatively related to similar perceptions of 
mentoring activities within the dyad (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2005).   
In relation to psychosocial support, gender diversity was found not significant by two 
studies (Smith et al., 2000; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000), but was found to be positively 
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significant by two other studies (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher et al., 2002).  Gender 
diversity in the mentoring dyad was found to be not significant in other supports, also:  
career support (Smith et al., 2000), role modeling (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher et al., 
2002; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000), psychosocial mentoring (Allen & Eby, 2004), and 
vocational mentor support (Ensher et al., 2002).  Gender diversity and nationality 
diversity were both found to have a negative effect on overall mentoring (Feldman et al., 
1999).  Gender diversity was not found to be significantly related to similar perceptions 
of mentoring activities within the dyad (Fagenson-Eland et al., 2005).  Gender diversity 
was studied as it relates to the protégés’ perception of the mentor role.  It was found not 
significantly related to perception of the friendship role, and negatively related to 
perception for the social role and role modeling function (Ragins & McFarlin, 1990).  
Gender diversity was not found to be significantly related to mentorship quality or 
mentorship learning (Allen & Eby, 2003), but gender similarity was found to be 
positively related to mentors liking their protégés (Lankau et al., 2005) 
Actual demographic similarity and perceived demographic similarity were found to 
be positively related to mentoring received by one study (Lankau et al., 2005).  Race 
similarity was found to be significantly related to mentoring received (Thomas, 1990), 
psychosocial support (Blake-Beard et al., 2011; Ensher et al., 2002; Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005), career support (Blake-Beard et al., 2011), role modeling (Ensher et al., 
2002), instrumental support for people of color (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005), and 
vocational mentor support (Ensher et al., 2002).  However, race similarity was not 
significant for mentoring pairs of people of color for networking support (Ortiz-Walters 
& Gilson, 2005). 
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Deep-level similarity within the mentoring dyad has also been researched.  Deep-
level similarity was measured by similarity in personality, interests, work values, outlook 
on organizational issues, problem-solving approach, and personal values.  This type of 
similarity was found to be significantly positively related to mentoring received (Hu, 
Baranik., & Wu, 2014; Lankau et al., 2005), to psychosocial support (Lankau et al., 
2005), and to protégé liking of mentor (Lankau et al., 2005).   
Although there are mixed findings throughout the research reviewed here, diversity 
remains an important construct to research in regards to mentoring. 
Effects/Outcomes of Mentoring Point 
 
Dyad diversity has also been studied at the final point of mentoring.  The 
homogeneity of dyad, where both mentor partners were people of color, was found to be 
not significantly related to commitment to protégé by mentor, not related to interpersonal 
comfort of the mentor, and not significant in the mentor’s satisfaction with the 
relationship, but it was positively related to interpersonal comfort of the protégé and to 
protégé satisfaction with the mentoring relationship (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).  
Racial composition of the dyad was not found to be significantly related to the protégé 
satisfaction with the mentoring relationship in another study (Lyons & Oppler, 2004). 
7. REVIEW OF METHODS 
 
Of the 73 empirical studies included in this review, 67 used surveys or questionnaires.  
All of these were self-report instruments, which can lead to social desirability bias.  
However, most of the measures require self-reports, so this seems to be an accepted 
limitation to receive the measures needed (willingness to mentor, perceptions, 
satisfaction, personality characteristics, demographics).  There were two meta-analyses 
44 
 
 
included.  One case study was included in the review, as well as one experiment where 
the subjects were “mentors” and the possible “protégés” were manipulated.  One 
qualitative review was reviewed.  Eight articles that were qualitative in nature and 
included interviews were also used in this literature review. 
As far as analysis, there is quite a number of different specific methods used in the 
empirical studies reviewed here.  They are outlined in Table 7.  Multiple regression, 
including logistic regression, hierarchical regression, ordinary least-squares regression, 
and mediation, is the analysis method most often used (57 times).  Other regression 
techniques such as ANOVA, ANCOVA, MANOVA, and MANCOVA have also been 
used, particularly when comparing groups such as gender, race, or mentored vs. non-
mentored.  This indicates that virtually every empirical article reviewed here used some 
variation of regression in the analysis.  For the qualitative studies, content analysis and 
factor analysis were the prime methods used to develop ideas from multiple interviews. 
INSERT TABLE 7 HERE 
More longitudinal studies are needed to study mentoring relationships throughout the 
relationship.  These studies enable researchers to study dyads throughout the three 
mentoring points and look for causality as the relationship progresses. 
 
8. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH POSSIBILITIES 
 
Entry Point 
 
Although there seems to be a plethora of studies about mentoring, there are areas that 
have been studied to a lesser degree.  At the entry point, a large number of researchers 
have examined characteristics of protégés (Fagenson, 1992; Gonzalez-Figueroa & 
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Young, 2005; Ragins & Cotton, 1991), the characteristics of mentors (Allen, Poteet, & 
Burroughs, 1997; Allen et al., 2000; Ragins & Cotton, 1993), and organizational factors 
(Aryee et al., 1999).  However, there may be characteristics of mentor, protégé, or 
organization that impact the formation of the mentoring relationship beyond those that 
have been studied to date, such as social intelligence subsets, self-efficacy, travel 
experiences, or number of diverse friends.  It is up to the research community to decide 
which characteristics may have an impact on mentoring and to develop strong theoretical 
studies in this area. 
Mentoring Behaviors Point 
 
Many studies examine constructs that impact mentoring behaviors of both the mentor 
and the protégé (Allen & Eby, 2004; Aryee et al., 1999; Finkelstein et al., 2003; Sosik & 
Godshalk, 2000; Viator, 2001).  However, protégé behaviors are just beginning to be 
examined and operationalized, so this is an area that has the possibility of growth as 
findings are analyzed and built upon.   
Effects/Outcomes of Mentoring Point 
 
This area, too, has had many researchers’ input (Lyons & Oppler, 2004; Ragins et al., 
2000; Tharenou, 2005; Turban & Dougherty, 1994; Wallace, 2001).  The effects of 
mentoring that have been examined have been mostly those to the protégé.  There are 
mentor benefits to mentoring, and as these have been studied less than the protégé 
benefits, it is possible that some important mentor benefits have not yet been found, such 
as mentor promotion, career satisfaction, and mentor compensation.  Organizational 
benefits need to continue to be studied, too.  Benefits to organizations that have been 
examined thus far include organizational attraction (Allen & O'Brien, 2007); employee 
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motivation, job performance, and retention rates (Wilson & Elman, 1990); and a positive 
organizational climate as well as a tool for building diversity (Green-Powell, 2007).  
Although it would be difficult, a cost/benefit analysis of a formal mentoring program may 
increase the likelihood of even more organizations undertaking a mentoring program. 
  
Overall Topic 
 
A finding of this literature review is that many reviews do not include social 
antecedents that relate to diverse mentoring.  This is an area that could benefit from 
continued empirical studies. This study attempts to add to this topic.  Another finding of 
this literature review is that most benefits of mentoring are benefits to the protégés.  
Although some studies include benefits to mentors, this is not the norm.   
As organizations become more diverse, the issue of diverse mentoring has begun 
to merit more attention (Athey et al., 2000; Clutterbuck & Ragins, 2002; Hardy, 1998; 
Knouse et al., 2005; Ragins, 1997).  However, with the multiple types of diversity 
between members, including age, race, socio-economic status, and gender, among others, 
this area of study has been scattered.  A study investigating many of the types of diversity 
is an area that may warrant additional scrutiny.  It is also possible that diversity outcomes 
through the points of a mentoring relationship differ by race of protégé.   
 The area of effects/outcomes is, indeed, broad in terms of both IVs and DVs.  
Here, I was unable to find any empirical studies that included cultural or emotional 
intelligence of mentors and/or protégés.  The current study seeks to begin to fill this gap.  
I study the impact of CQ and EQ on perceived attitude homophily within the mentoring 
relationship, and the impact of CQ and EQ onto relationship quality as perceived by each 
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partner.  Additionally, the study examines the possible mediating action of attitude 
homophily within the CQ/EQ/relationship quality connection. 
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CHAPTER 3:  THEORY DEVELOPMENT, MODEL, AND HYPOTHESES 
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This study examines racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationships and the 
factors that may contribute to the success of these relationships.  In this chapter I 
introduce the theoretical model and develop the hypotheses.  Specifically, I propose that 
cultural intelligence (CQ) and emotional intelligence (EQ) of the mentor/protégé will 
affect the perceived attitude homophily and quality of the relationship.  These 
relationships are depicted in Figure 2. 
 
INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE 
 
 
The underlying theoretical rationale for the proposed model of diverse mentoring 
success stems from social information processing (SIP) theory.    
In a seminal article, SIP is conceptualized as a broad and multifaceted theory 
made up of individuals’ processing and actions when entering interpersonal situations 
where no immediately effective response is presented (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971).  The 
main component of SIP is the cognitive-behavioral process of generating potential 
solutions to the current social dilemma (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971).  Pfeffer 
summarized the SIP model as it relates to the work environment (1980).  He stated that 1) 
an individual’s social environment might provide cues as to which dimensions may be 
used to characterize his/her work environment, 2) the social environment might provide 
information on how the individual should weigh the various dimensions, 3) the social 
context provides cues concerning how others have evaluated the work environment on 
each of the selected dimensions, and 4) it is possible that the social context provides 
direct positive or negative evaluation of the work setting (Pfeffer, 1980).  Another 
researcher summarized the SIP model in relation to children’s social behavior.  In this 
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model, Dodge proposed that when faced with a social situational cue, children engage in 
four mental steps before enacting social behaviors; 1) encoding of situational cues, 2) 
representation and interpretation of those cues, 3) mental search for possible responses to 
the situation, and 4) selection of a response (1986).  SIP explicitly assumes that 
individuals are motivated to form impressions and develop relationships (Walther, 2008).  
As people enter into mentoring relationships, SIP should help to analyze their 
impressions of the relationship as well as behaviors enacted during the relationship.  One 
model of SIP, the Crick and Dodge (1994) model, examines social development in 
children through the use of social cues to compose a response.  This model may apply to 
new mentoring relationships, as the mentor and protégé develop new social roles when 
they enter the program.  One study used this model to examine nurses’ responses to 
patients and found that previous professional experiences with patients were relevant for 
response construction and selection in new situations (Sheldon & Ellington, 2008).  One 
set of researchers included SIP in their study of perceptions of mentor support, indicating 
that SIP explains that consequences not only shape future behavior, but also beliefs about 
the current social context (Eby et al., 2006). 
Social Intelligence and Perceived Attitude Homophily 
 
According to SIP theory, information acquisition and elaboration is a cognitive 
process that influences individuals’ use of available information (Hamilton, Stroessner, & 
Driscoll, 1994).  As an individual perceives an interaction with another, he/she interprets 
the meaning of that person’s behaviors, makes inferences about that person’s abilities, 
motives, and personality attributes, makes causal attributions of why events occurred, and 
reacts affectively to the person and events he/she observes (Hamilton, Sherman, & 
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Ruvolo, 1990).  These processes are extremely important in social perceptions as they 
guide an individual’s actions and interactions with that other person.  As an individual 
interacts with others, he/she has expectancies about their behaviors based on stereotypes 
of the groups to which they belong (Hamilton et al., 1990).  Stereotypes do help 
individuals in efficiency through contacts with numerous new persons on a daily basis, 
and they particularly pertain to the processing of visible, behavioral characteristics 
(Andersen, Klatzky, & Murray, 1990).  Stereotypes are thought to perpetuate defiance 
between members of different groups and to engender misunderstanding among 
individuals with dissimilar backgrounds (Yzerbyt & Carnaghi, 2008).  These stereotypic 
expectancies can be reduced if that individual attaches greater importance to information 
pertaining specifically to the person rather than the category (Hamilton et al., 1990).  
Indeed, there is some evidence that an individual is more likely to process information 
that is inconsistent with a stereotype as it is surprising and draws attention (Hamilton et 
al., 1994).   
According to SIP theory, relationships are developmental; work groups, 
friendships, and other relatively lasting relationships do not simply appear out of 
nowhere, but rather are built over time (Walther, 2008).  The SIP approach 
evolves from the fundamental premise that individuals adapt attitudes, behaviors, 
and beliefs to their social context and to their own past and present behaviors and 
situations (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  The social context an individual finds 
oneself in is likely to make some past activities and thoughts more salient and also 
provide norms and expectations (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  Throughout this 
process, an individual must have acknowledged past experiences in order for them 
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to be used cognitively to direct the individual in future actions.  I propose that the 
social intelligences of CQ and EQ may help an individual look at another person 
as a unique individual as opposed to simply a member of a stereotypical group.  
These social intelligences will also assist an individual in correctly analyzing and 
assessing past experiences to choose current behaviors, and will also assist that 
individual in watching the outcome of the current behavior to influence the future 
relationship with the person.    
The similarity-attraction paradigm states that an individual likes another person 
better if he/she perceives that other individual to be similar to himself/herself (Byrne, 
1971).  The similarity construct is being researched in diverse mentoring (Avery, 
Tonidanel, & Phillips, 2008; Brown, Zablah, & Bellenger, 2008; Lankau et al., 2005).  In 
the next sections, I develop hypotheses for the effects of CQ and EQ on perception of 
attitude homophily by mentors and protégés, and relationship quality. 
Cultural Intelligence and Attitude Homophily 
 
Scholars have begun to identify the important antecedents to effective diverse 
mentoring relationships, such as some mentor personality constructs, previous experience 
as a mentor or protégé, and perceived influence of the mentor, all on various DVs.  
Cultural intelligence (CQ) might be another important key in successful 
racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationships.  CQ is a different level of intelligence 
from that which is known as IQ, or rational and logic-based verbal and quantitative 
intelligence, and different also from emotional intelligence.  CQ is defined by researchers 
as the seemingly natural ability to interpret an individual’s unfamiliar and ambiguous 
gestures in just the way that person’s compatriots and colleagues would, even to mirror 
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them (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004).  Another group of researchers added that CQ is a 
person’s effectiveness in drawing upon a set of knowledge, skills, and personal attributes 
in order to work successfully with other people from different national cultural 
backgrounds at home or abroad (Johnson, Lenartowicz, & Apud, 2006).   
CQ enables a person to be effective when engaging in intercultural interactions.  It 
is related to emotional intelligence (EQ), but Earley and Mosakowski state that CQ picks 
up where EQ leaves off (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004) when interacting with individuals 
from other cultures.  According to these researchers, a person with high EQ is able to 
grasp what makes us human and at the same time decipher what makes each of us 
different from one another. They further state that a person with high CQ can somehow 
tease out of a person's behavior those features that would be true of all people and all 
groups, those peculiar to this person, and those that are neither universal nor idiosyncratic 
(Earley & Mosakowski, 2004).     
There are four domains of CQ that are commonly discussed:  cognitive, 
metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral.  Metacognitive CQ includes the processes 
that individuals use to gain and understand cultural knowledge (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 
2006).  Cognitive CQ is overall knowledge and knowledge constructions about culture, 
including  religious beliefs, economic systems, and languages (Ang et al., 2006).  
Motivational CQ includes the magnitude and direction of an individual’s energy applied 
toward learning about and successfully functioning in cross-cultural situations (Ang et 
al., 2006).  Behavioral CQ is the capability to exhibit appropriate verbal and nonverbal 
actions when mingling with people from cultures other than one’s home culture (Ang et 
al., 2006).     
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INSERT TABLE 8 HERE 
 CQ does not cause a person to ignore differences from others, nor does it cause 
that person to become consumed by those differences and examine those differences in 
every interaction with a diverse other.  Rather, CQ assists the individual to acknowledge 
those differences and react to them when they have an impact on the task at hand.  
Literature exists regarding expatriates’ experiences abroad and the importance of CQ in 
their adaptation to these new cultures.  A commonality with diversity of other levels is 
that the culture, rules, norms and reward structure of organizations are developed by and 
for the majority group (Ragins, 2002).  Ragins then compares this to the minority groups’ 
feeling that they are a ‘stranger in a strange land’ where they don’t understand the rules 
of the game or even that a game exists (2002).  I compare the experience of diverse 
mentorship partners in organizations and the experience of expatriates in a foreign land as 
both diverse mentors and protégés (and expatriates) need to develop and maintain 
positive relationships with the mentoring partners (and host country nationals).  It is 
possible that CQ facilitates interactions between diverse people in either situation. 
  CQ is especially relevant to diverse relationships (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004) 
and should assist mentors and protégés in relating successfully throughout their 
multicultural mentoring interactions.  SIP theory suggests that past experiences influence 
current social interactions.  Cultural intelligence is built upon past experiences, which can 
be used to smoothly interact with diverse others.  A qualitative study of information 
technology offshore outsourcing projects found that higher levels of CQ led to the 
development of a negotiated culture, which is characterized, in part, by trust-based 
interpersonal relationships and shared understanding (Gregory, Prifling, & Beck, 2009).  
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Attitude homophily is defined as one’s perception of similarity to another in attitude  
(McCroskey, 1975).  The ability of the mentor/protégé to interact effectively should 
remove or lessen perceptions of interpersonal conflict and, therefore, result in a higher 
level of perception of attitude homophily with the partner, as these interactions will be 
used to develop a more positive cognitive impression of the interactions which should 
translate into perceptions of similarity of attitudes.  CQ will allow the mentor/protégé to 
more deeply connect to their partner using past experience, as SIP theorizes that these 
past experiences will impact current actions, in this case, interactions with diverse others. 
Hypotheses 1a-d:  a) The four domains of CQ of mentors, including (a) 
metacognitive, (b) cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, will be 
positively related to the mentors’ perceptions of attitude homophily in 
diverse mentoring relationships. 
Hypotheses 2a-d: The four domains of CQ of protégés, including (a) 
metacognitive, (b) cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, will be 
positively related to the protégés’ perceptions of attitude homophily in 
diverse mentoring relationships. 
Emotional Intelligence and Attitude Homophily 
 
As mentioned briefly before, there are three connected but different intelligences: 
rational and logic-based verbal and quantitative intelligence (most know this as IQ), 
emotional intelligence (EQ), and cultural intelligence (CQ) (Alon & Higgins, 2005).  EQ 
reflects a person’s ability to understand and convey human emotion (Earley & Peterson, 
2004).  EQ is defined as “the subset of social intelligence that involves the ability to 
monitor one’s own and others’ feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to 
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use this information to guide one’s thinking and actions” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 
189).  This ability to manage social behaviors may come into play in interpersonal 
relationships.   
 There are four branches defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997), those of 
perceiving, facilitating, understanding, and managing emotions.  The first branch of EQ 
of perceiving emotions includes abilities in properly identifying emotions in faces, 
voices, pictures, music, and other stimuli (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).  This is often 
thought of as the most important branch as the other three depend on proper identification 
of emotions in others.  This area has also been found to be an attribute that transcends 
cultures (Ekman, 1980), although perception levels vary across individuals.  Facilitating 
emotions (or using emotions) is the ability to capture emotional information to assist in 
other cognitive activities (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).  Certain moods are better for 
attempting certain tasks, such as creative tasks, and tackling those tasks under the most 
advantageous emotion may be helpful.  Understanding emotions is the ability to 
comprehend relations between emotions, transitions between emotions, and to label 
emotions using emotion words (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).  This area allows individuals 
to differentiate properly between related emotions, such as pride and joy.  Differentiating 
between one’s own emotional states has been found to be important for well-being 
(Feldman Barrett, Gross, Christensen, & Benvenuto, 2001).  Finally, managing emotions 
is the most commonly identified aspect of EQ.  This is the ability to manage one’s 
emotions as well as others’ emotions (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).   Managing emotions 
does not relate only to regulate bad moods effectively.  At times, holding on to a negative 
mood may be appropriate, and managing emotions comprises the knowledge of when this 
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would be appropriate (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).  The perceiving and facilitating abilities 
form the area of experiential EQ, while understanding and managing emotions form the 
area of strategic EQ (Grewal & Salovey, 2005).   
The link between EQ and mentoring has begun to be examined (Bennetts, 2002; 
Cherniss, 2007), although this author was unable to find any empirical studies of EQ and 
mentoring.  Individuals with high EQ have been said to be likely to succeed at 
communicating in interesting ways and make others feel better in an organizational 
environment (Goleman, 1998).  These skills should likely assist a mentor and protégé 
throughout their relationship.  This study empirically tests the impact of EQ on 
relationship quality.   
A person with high EQ is able to grasp what makes us human and at the same 
time decipher what makes each of us different from one another (Earley & Mosakowski, 
2004).  Here, too, someone with higher EQ will have paid attention to past experiences 
with others, both those similar and different, correctly deciphered them, and retained the 
lessons learned.  Therefore, EQ should assist an individual to examine another person, in 
this case a diverse mentor/protégé, in a more deliberate manner than simple stereotyping.  
Essential steps in SIP include encoding a problem, interpreting cues in the social 
situation, clarifying goals, generating possible responses, selecting a response, and 
enacting the behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994).  High EQ would facilitate correct 
interpretation of cues in social situations, particularly the memories of results of 
exhibiting emotions within past interactions. 
For mentors and protégés in a newer mentoring relationship, uncertainty is usually 
high.  By their very nature, diverse mentoring relationships comprise less of a comfort 
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zone than homogenous relationships (Ragins, 2002).  SIP indicates that in cases of 
uncertainty, social cues are important.  At higher levels of EQ, mentors and protégés will 
examine and correctly interpret their partners’ social cues properly, uncertainty will be 
reduced, and the relationship is more likely to result in perceived attitude homophily as 
the mentor/protégé looks for similarities with the partner. 
Hypotheses 3a-b:  a) The EQ of mentors will be positively related to the 
mentors’ perceptions of attitude homophily in diverse mentoring 
relationships; and b) The EQ of protégés will be positively related to the 
protégés’ perceptions of attitude homophily in diverse mentoring 
relationships. 
Attitude Homophily and Relationship Quality  
 
Research using the similarity-attraction paradigm has shown that 
similarity leads to frequent communication, desire to maintain affiliation, and 
high social integration (Lincoln & Miller, 1979).  These results should lead to a 
mentoring partner to look upon the relationship in a more positive light.  
Traditional theoretical literature suggests that homophily tends to increase 
attraction (Berger & Clatterbuck, 1976; Daly, McCroskey, & Falcione, 1976; 
McCroskey, McCroskey, & Richmond, 2006).  Further, it has been posited that 
perceived dissimilarity can negatively impact interpersonal relationships (Ragins, 
1997).  A more general study found that participants in close relationships 
perceived greater attitude homophily (McCroskey et al., 2006).  Another study 
found that perceived deep-level similarity (personality, interests, work values, 
outlook on organizational issues, problem-solving approach, and personal values) 
59 
 
 
was significantly associated with partner liking of both mentors and protégés 
(Lankau et al., 2005).  Yet another study found that perceived attitudinal 
similarity (as measured by eight items from three different sources) was 
significantly associated with protégés’ satisfaction with their mentors (Ensher et 
al., 2002), although this was not studied on the part of mentors’ satisfaction with 
their protégés.  Finally, a significantly positive relationship was found between 
perceived similarity and mentorship quality in a study (Allen & Eby, 2003).  
Therefore, perception of attitude homophily with one’s mentoring partner should 
help raise the quality of the relationship in these data sets. 
Hypotheses 4a-b:  a) The perceived attitude homophily of mentors will 
be positively related to the mentors’ perceptions of relationship quality in 
diverse mentoring relationships; and b) The perceived attitude homophily of 
protégés will be positively related to the protégés’ perceptions of relationship 
quality in diverse mentoring relationships. 
Cultural Intelligence and Relationship Quality  
 
As stated before, a person with high CQ can more easily tease out of a person's 
behavior those features that would be true of all people and all groups, those peculiar to 
this person, and those that are neither universal nor idiosyncratic (Earley & Mosakowski, 
2004).  Indeed, an important skill of CQ is knowing how to suspend judgment until 
enough information becomes available (Earley & Mosakowski, 2004).  Those with higher 
CQ will be more satisfied with their interpersonal communications because of their 
cooperative behaviors (Ang et al., 2006).  Individuals with higher CQ have more positive 
relationships with others in a multicultural setting (Earley & Ang, 2003).  People with 
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higher CQ will have paid attention to past experiences with diverse others and will have 
retained the information gathered.  Therefore, a mentoring partner’s CQ within a diverse 
mentoring relationship will result in that partner more accurately perceiving the 
characteristics of his/her diverse partner as an individual rather than simply as a member 
of an outgroup.  This would lead to each mentoring partner to be more willing to see the 
mentoring relationship in a positive light.  According to SIP, this individual attribute of 
CQ will be positively related to the mentoring participants’ perception of relationship 
quality (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  Earley & Ang stated that a high CQ person is able 
address relationship issues through an adaptation of an extant cognitive frame or to create 
a new frame that might be appropriate for the new multicultural circumstance (2003).  
SIP comes into play as the person searches past similar situations when confronted with 
an ambiguous social interaction. 
The four domains of CQ should all impact relationship quality in a diverse 
mentoring relationship. The metacognitive domain, or the information gathering, is vital 
as an individual accumulates information that may be accessed in future encounters with 
dissimilar others.  The cognitive domain, or the actual knowledge of other groups, is 
necessary as individuals gain knowledge of other cultures through study and past 
experiences and the ability to acknowledge differences between themselves and others as 
well as the knowledge of when the differences matter.  The motivational domain also will 
have an impact on relationship quality as an individual that does not want to interact with 
a dissimilar other will not develop a quality relationship with that person.  The behavioral 
domain also will impact relationship quality as each partner will be judging the quality of 
the relationship through the behaviors of an individual throughout contacts.  As stated 
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before, a qualitative study found that higher CQ in offshore IT project members resulted 
in a negotiated culture, part of which is trust-based interpersonal relationships (Gregory 
et al., 2009).  Individuals with higher CQ levels reported higher interpersonal trust toward 
culturally different others (Rockstuhl & Ng, 2008).  Finally, IT engineers with higher CQ 
found more positive relationship perceptions than those with lower CQ (Tootoonchy, 
2012). 
Hypotheses 5a-d:  The four domains of CQ of mentors, including (a) 
metacognitive, (b) cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, will be 
positively related to the mentors’ perceptions of relationship quality in 
diverse mentoring relationships. 
Hypotheses 6a-d: The four domains of CQ of protégés, including (a) 
metacognitive, (b) cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, will be 
positively related to the protégés’ perceptions of relationship quality in 
diverse mentoring relationships.  
Emotional Intelligence and Relationship Quality  
 
EQ will also help the mentors/protégés to view their partners as individuals, as 
EQ includes perception and understanding of one’s own and others’ emotions.  EQ’s four 
branches help build identification/perceived similarity with another person.  Accurately 
identifying emotions in others and expressing emotions to others, understanding what 
others feel and the regulation of appropriate moods, understanding the complexity of 
emotions, and managing one’s own and another’s emotions (Mayer & Salovey, 1997)  
will result in less conflict within a relationship, thereby allowing differences to be 
mitigated and similarities to be cultivated.  Correctly identifying emotions in others will 
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allow for a more positive relationship with another as one with high EQ will be able to 
identify a larger number of emotions in the partner, thus increasing the likelihood of a 
match in emotions.  Properly expressing emotions to the mentoring partner will impact 
relationship quality in that miscommunications will be kept to a minimum during 
interactions.  Understanding what the partner is feeling and the regulation of emotions 
will also result in higher relationship quality such that there will be less of a disconnect 
between the members.  Understanding the complexity of emotions is important in a new 
relationship as situations and interactions come up and are attended to.  Finally, 
managing one’s own and the other’s emotions will result in smoother interactions 
between the mentor and protégé.  Past experiences will have provided learning 
opportunities for the mentor/protégé to more readily look for and find positive 
relationship qualities with his/her diverse partner, and those with higher EQ will have 
received more accurate lessons from those previous experiences.  Two fairly recent 
studies found that levels of EQ of married participants were positively related to those 
participants’ perception of marital quality (Schröder-Abé & Schütz, 2011; Zeidner & 
Kloda, 2013). 
The EQ of each partner will impact his/her perception of relationship quality 
through appropriate and correct reading of the partner’s emotions and emotional 
responses to actions within the relationship.  SIP theory indicates that attitudes are 
cognitive products resulting from the information processing about the attitude object 
(mentoring relationship) and past behaviors (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  Given the social 
nature of the mentor-protégé exchange, EQ will allow each member to more effectively 
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interact within the mentoring relationship, correctly reading the partner’s actions, 
resulting in more positive perceptions of relationship quality. 
Hypotheses 7a-b:  a) The EQ of mentors will be positively related to the 
mentors’ perceptions of relationship quality in diverse mentoring 
relationships; and b) The EQ of protégés will be positively related to the 
protégés’ perceptions of relationship quality in diverse mentoring 
relationships. 
Attitude Homophily’s Mediation in CQ/EQ/Relationship Quality Association 
 
As stated before, diverse mentoring relationships have a higher uncertainty 
than homogenous relationships (Ragins, 2002).  This greater uncertainty 
associated with dealing with dissimilar others can be threatening (Schroeder, 
Penner, Dovidio, & Pilivian, 1995).  Further, it has been speculated that perceived 
dissimilarity can negatively impact interpersonal relationships (Ragins, 1997).  
Prior research using the similarity-attraction paradigm has shown that similarity 
leads to frequent communication, desire to maintain affiliation, and high social 
integration (Lincoln & Miller, 1979).  CQ and EQ should enable the mentors and 
protégés to look for and find deep-level similarity (or differences) rather than 
focus on the surface-level differences inherent in racial/ethnic diversity, and 
should enable them to more accurately remember past experiences that may relate 
to the current relationship.  Both CQ and EQ should help mentors and protégés to 
pay attention to their partners as individuals, and correctly remember those past 
experiences, rather than a stereotype of the racial/ethnic group to which the 
partners identify.  This should lessen the uncertainty within the relationship, 
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which may be the process that attitude homophily shares in the perceptions of the 
relationship.  Indeed, a study found that perceived attitude homophily had 
negative relationship with perception of uncertainty in relationships (Prisbell & 
Andersen, 1980).  Therefore, CQ and EQ should result in perception of attitude 
homophily with one’s mentoring partner, which in turn should help raise the 
quality of the relationship.  Indeed, Allen and Eby (2003) found a significant 
relationship between perceived similarity (values, interests, and personality) and 
mentorship quality.  This relationship may be the mediating relationship between 
mentors’/protégés’ CQ/EQ and relationship quality. 
Hypotheses 8a-d:  Attitude homophily will mediate the relationship between 
all four domains of CQ of mentors, including (a) metacognitive, (b) 
cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, and Relationship Quality 
Hypotheses 9 a-d:  Attitude homophily will mediate the relationship between 
all four domains of CQ of protégés, including (a) metacognitive, (b) 
cognitive, (c) motivational, and (d) behavioral, and Relationship Quality. 
Hypotheses 10a-b:  a) Attitude homophily will mediate the relationship 
between mentors’ EQ and Relationship Quality; and b) Attitude homophily 
will mediate the relationship between protégés’ EQ and Relationship 
Quality. 
 
The model in Figure 2 led to the hypotheses above.  Each relationship was 
tested separately in the data set of mentors and again in the data set of protégés.  
The hypotheses that have been delineated above became the basis for testing the 
65 
 
 
ideas.  In the next chapter, I will discuss the methods, including sample and data 
collection, measures used, and analyses.  
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CHAPTER 4:  METHODS 
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 In this chapter, I will discuss the method used to test the hypotheses, including the 
sample and data collection procedure, measures, analyses, and results. 
 
1. SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION 
 
I used an established online survey site called StudyResponse to find participants that 
self-reported as being mentors or protégés in a racially/ethnically diverse mentoring 
relationship.  No other screening criteria were used.  StudyResponse has not responded to 
multiple requests for the number of people who received the original screening criteria 
emails of “being in mentoring relationship (formal or informal)” and “racially or 
ethnically diverse mentoring relationship (where the mentor and the protégé are racially 
and/ethnically different)”.  However, all respondents to that original request received an 
email inviting them to participate in the survey in groups of declining numbers until the 
target response rate was reached.  A copy of the email that was sent to StudyResponse 
participants who self-identified as eligible with the survey link is in Appendix 2.  After I 
received enough responses and alerted StudyResponse, they closed the link for any 
members who had not yet begun answering. 
The survey began with the following text for mentors (the protégé survey reversed 
the terms protégé and mentor):  “This study is about your relationship with 
a protégé.  Protégés (also called mentees) are individuals who receive personal and 
career-related support from their mentors, who have advanced experience and 
knowledge.  Your protégé may or may not be in your organization and you may or may 
not be his/her immediate supervisor.  A mentoring relationship may develop 
spontaneously and informally, or may be part of a formal mentoring program.  In formal 
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mentoring programs, mentors and protégés are matched or assigned in some way.  This 
study includes both formal and informal mentoring relationships. 
  However, this survey is intended only for people involved in a racially or 
ethnically diverse mentoring relationship (where the mentor and the protégé are racially 
and/or ethnically different).   An example of this would be a Caucasian mentor and an 
Asian protégé, or an American Indian mentor and an African American protégé. Please 
confirm that you are eligible for this survey by indicating below whether you are 
a mentor in such a mentoring relationship.” 
 The survey went on to ask for their StudyResponse ID number, so that they could 
be identified by StudyResponse for payment.  I did not receive any identifying 
information other than responses to the demographics.  The survey then spelled out 
mentoring with the following text for protégés (the text for mentors switched the terms 
mentor and protégé):  “Dear Participant:  A mentoring pair includes the person being 
mentored (you) that is called a PROTÉGÉ, and the person doing the mentoring called a 
MENTOR.  We will be using these terms throughout the survey.   
  Through this survey, we want to learn more about you and your mentoring 
experiences.  We are particularly interested in a particular relationship where you 
are being mentored by someone who is of a different race or ethnicity, which we define 
as a diverse mentoring relationship.  If you are involved in more than one diverse 
mentoring relationship, please choose one relationship and answer all questions regarding 
that one mentoring relationship.  Thank you for participating in this survey.” 
Although I did not require the participants to be employed, all reported 
themselves as being employed with the exception of two mentors and two protégés.  It is 
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unknown how many of their participants responded to an original email asking who was 
involved in a racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationship.  Those that replied 
received the email from StudyResponse that included a link to the online assessment 
briefly describing the study, ensuring confidentiality.  Some participants completed the 
survey, but their data needed to be eliminated as they indicated through the items that 
their mentoring relationship was not diverse, or they did not provide enough data to 
indicate that their mentoring relationship was diverse.  The online assessment collected 
CQ and EQ of the mentor/protégé, demographic data of both partners, attitude homophily 
perceptions, relationship quality perceptions, and controls listed below.  These mentors 
and protégés are not matched data, in that they were not a mentor and protégé from the 
same mentoring dyad.  I tested the model on both sets of data (mentors and protégés).  
This survey information was collected in Summer, 2014.   
 I applied to the UWM IRB division and received approval for data collection.  
Each qualifying participant received an Amazon.com gift card worth US $20 as a thank 
you directly from StudyResponse. 
 I used the A-priori Sample Size Calculator for Multiple Regression (Soper, 2013) 
software to determine the necessary sample size with an alpha level of .05, power of .8, 
and a small effect size of .2, two-tailed, with 2 predictors.  I received a result of 51 for 
each set of data (mentors and protégés). 
I had received 152 completed mentor surveys and 156 completed protégé surveys 
through UWM’s Qualtrics system.  I needed to eliminate those surveys that indicated that 
the mentor and protégé were of the same race and ethnicity, along with those surveys that 
did not indicate the race and ethnicity of both the mentor and the protégé.  This lowered 
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my usable responses to 116 qualifying mentors and 95 qualifying protégés.  I tested the 
hypotheses on these groups of mentors and groups of protégés.  I will report the results of 
the study on each group separately. 
 The mentor group was 51% male, with an average age of 43.  They reported that 
their protégés were 56% male with an average age of 31.  Mentors self-reported as 85% 
white/Caucasian; 7% black or African American; 3% American Indian, Native American, 
or Alaska Native; 3% Asian; and 2% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, with 
89% reporting as non-Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.  They reported that their protégés were 
29% black or African American; 25% white/Caucasian; 22% Asian; 7% Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific Islander; 6% American Indian, Native American, or Alaska Native; and 
11% unknown, and 58% of their protégés are Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.  Ninety eight 
percent of the mentors are employed, and the average tenure in their present position is 
eight years.  Mentors self-reported that 40% had a bachelor’s degree; 22% had a master’s 
or law degree; 18% had a PhD/DBA or MD; 15% had some college or an associate’s 
degree.   Seventy three percent of mentors in this study were reporting on a formal (vs. 
informal) relationship with an average duration of 18 months.  The question these 
mentors responded positively to was:  “Regarding the mentoring relationship you will be 
reporting on, is it a FORMAL mentoring program (such as at school or work), where you 
were matched with a protégé either by assignment or choice? Or is your protégé an 
INFORMAL protégé where you and your protégé simply decided to form a relationship 
where you would mentor him/her?”  The average number of total contacts (face-to-face 
plus electronic) was 48 separate times in the previous calendar year (2013).  The majority 
(63%) were direct supervisors of their protégés.  The question they responded positively 
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to was “are you a direct supervisor of your protégé in your current job?”  The majority of 
mentors (56%) said that the mentoring relationship will likely continue in the future; 29% 
said that they would stay in contact with their protégés even though the mentoring 
relationship will likely end soon; 12% said that they would likely remain in contact with 
their protégés; 3% said that they do not plan to stay in contact with their protégés in the 
future; and no mentors stated that they would definitely not stay in contact with their 
protégés. 
The protégé group was 63% male, with an average age of 35.  They reported that their 
mentors were 68% male with an average age of 46.  Protégés self-reported as 55% 
white/Caucasian; 23% Asian; 11% black or African American; 7% American Indian, 
Native American, or Alaska Native; and 4% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 
with 86% reporting as non-Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.  They reported that their mentors 
were 48% white/Caucasian; 24% black or African American; 14% Asian; 9% American 
Indian, Native American, or Alaska Native; 2% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander; and 3% unknown, and 51% of their mentors are Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.  
Ninety eight percent of the protégés are employed, and the average tenure in their present 
position is 5 years.  Protégés self-reported that 45% had a bachelor’s degree; 37% had a 
master’s or law degree; 13% had a PhD/DBA or MD; and 6% had some college or an 
associate’s degree.   Seventy four percent of protégés in this study were reporting on a 
formal (vs. informal) relationship with an average duration of 28 months.  The question 
regarding formal/informal relationship in the survey was:  “Regarding the mentoring 
relationship you will be reporting on, is it a FORMAL mentoring program (such as at 
school or work), where you were matched with a mentor either by assignment or choice? 
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Or is your mentor an INFORMAL mentor, where you and your mentor simply decided to 
form a relationship where s/he would mentor you?”  The average number of total contacts 
(face-to-face plus electronic) was 43 separate times in the previous calendar year (2013).  
The majority (65%) were reporting on a mentoring relationship where the mentor was 
their direct supervisor.  The question they responded positively to indicate this fact was:  
“Is your mentor your direct supervisor in your current job?”   The majority of protégés 
(63%) said that the mentoring relationship will likely continue in the future; 26% said 
that they would stay in contact with their mentors even though the mentoring relationship 
will likely end soon; 10% said that they would likely remain in contact with their 
mentors; 1% said that they do not plan to stay in contact with their mentors in the future; 
and no protégés stated that they would definitely not stay in contact with their mentors. 
2. MEASURES 
 
 I used measures that have been developed and validated by researchers.  All items 
are listed in the appendix.  I collected demographics, CQ, EQ, attitude homophily, and 
relationship quality from mentors and protégés, as well as control variables.   
Cultural Intelligence 
 
 I tested mentors’/protégés’ levels of cultural intelligence, using the Cultural 
Intelligence Scale (CQS) developed and validated by Ang and colleagues (Ang et al., 
2007).  This self-report scale is composed of 20 items that can be separated into the four 
components of cultural intelligence. These 20 items can also be totaled to obtain a 
person’s overall measure of cultural intelligence. The four factors follow.  A sample item 
for metacognitive cultural intelligence (α=.82 for mentors; α=.85 for protégés) is “I am 
conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with different 
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cultural backgrounds”. A sample item for cognitive cultural intelligence (α=.85 for 
mentors; α=.88 for protégés) is “I know the legal and economic systems of other 
cultures”.  A sample item for motivational cultural intelligence (α=.86 for mentors; α=.86 
for protégés) is “I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar to me”.  A sample item for 
behavioral cultural intelligence (α=.84 for mentors; α=.88 for protégés) is “I vary the rate 
of my speaking when a cross-cultural situation requires it” (Ang et al., 2006).  The item-
to-total correlations for each of the four subscale (.47-.71) demonstrated strong 
relationships between items and their scales, supporting internal consistency (Ang et al., 
2007).  These authors assessed equivalence of the CQS in a U.S. sample compared to a 
Singapore sample; this assessment demonstrated the same four factor structure holds 
across the two countries. Items dropped for this study are discussed under the analysis.  
This variable was assessed with a seven-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 
7=Strongly Agree. 
Emotional Intelligence 
 
I tested mentors’/protégés’ levels of emotional intelligence using the Emotional 
Intelligence Scale (EIS) from Schutte, et al. (1998).  This 33-item self-report measure is 
designed to measure emotional intelligence based on the model of EQ developed by 
Salovey and Mayer (1990).  Since EQ is generally thought to be a somewhat enduring 
trait-like characteristic (Goleman, 1994; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 
1990), Schutte and colleagues compared the EIS to the measure of the big five 
personality dimensions.  When looking at discriminant validity of this measure, although 
higher scores on the EIS were significantly related to greater openness to experience, it 
was not found to be significantly related to the other four dimensions.  Expected 
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between-group differences were found (Schutte et al., 1998).  Internal consistency of .87 
and .90 and a test-retest reliability of .78 were reported by Riley and Schutte (2003).   I 
needed to drop some items from this measure, which will be discussed in the analysis 
section following. The Cronbach’s alpha for this study is .92 for mentors and .90 for 
protégés. A sample item for this measure is “When my mood changes, I see new 
possibilities”.  This variable was assessed with a five-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly 
Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree. 
Perceived Attitude Homophily  
 
 Perceived similarity is measured as homophily.  I used the 15-item McCroskey et 
al. measurement tool for attitude homophily (2006).  This measure tests the perceived 
similarity of the attitudes between two people.  Internal reliability estimates range from 
.55 to .81 for individual items (McCroskey et al., 2006).  Items dropped for this study are 
discussed under the analysis.  The alpha reliability of this scale was .85 for mentors and 
.88 for the protégé sample.  A sample item for attitude homophily is “My mentor/protégé 
thinks like me”.  This variable was assessed with a seven-point Likert scale from 
1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree. 
Relationship Quality 
 
 Measurement of relationship quality was measured using a portion of a measure 
derived by Allen and Eby (2003).  The original measure was for relationship 
effectiveness and included relationship quality and learning from relationship.  I used the 
five items that were to measure relationship quality.  This measure was initiated for 
mentors, but I also used it for protégés, changing the word protégé to mentor. Items 
dropped for this study are discussed under the analysis.  The alpha for the quality 
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measure is .86 for mentors and .87 for protégés.  A sample item for relationship quality is 
“I am very satisfied with the mentoring relationship my protégé/mentor and I developed”.  
This variable was assessed with a five-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 
5=Strongly Agree. 
Controls 
 
In addition to the above measures, I included questions to capture gender, 
race, ethnicity, age, prior experience as either a mentor and/or protégé in a 
mentoring relationship, educational level, length of time in the relationship, type 
of mentoring relationship (formal/informal), and the number of mentoring 
contacts within the past calendar year to use as control variables.  Gender has 
been studied and found to be significant regarding mentoring received and career 
satisfaction.  Participants’ age has been found to significantly affect relationship 
quality.  Past experience as a protégé has been found to be significant as far as 
career attainment, salary, and job satisfaction in previous studies.  I asked each 
participant to indicate whether or not he/she had been a protégé in any mentoring 
relationship in the past.  Prior experience as a mentor has been found to 
significantly impact the type of mentoring received.  I asked each participant to 
indicate whether or not he/she had been a mentor in any mentoring relationship in 
the past.  Education level has been found to be significantly related to willingness 
to mentor.  I asked for the category of the highest level of educational 
achievement, choosing from:  high school, some college/associate’s degree, 
bachelor’s degree, master’s or law degree, or PhD/DBA or MD.  Relationship 
length has been found to significantly impact the mentoring received (I asked for 
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the length in years and months, which I calculated in total months), while the total 
number of contacts has been found to be significantly related to the protégé’s 
satisfaction with the mentoring relationship in a previous study.  For total 
contacts, I added the number of separate times the mentor and protégé met face-
to-face in 2013 to the number of separate times they met electronically (phone, 
Skype, e-mail, etc.) in 2013. 
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3. ANALYSIS 
 
Preliminary Analyses 
 
Normality test – Before testing the model, I tested the eight main constructs (all 
four domains of CQ, EQ, attitude homophily, and relationship quality) for normality.  To 
test for univariate normality, I checked the data to ensure the skewness indices were 
between -2.0 and 2.0 (the data resulted in numbers between -.07 and .78 for mentors; 
between -1.26 and .10 for protégés) and the kurtosis indices were between 7.0 and -7.0 
(the data resulted in numbers between –.64 and 1.91 for mentors; between -.77 and 2.26 
for protégés).  These indices showed that all data were within the acceptable range, 
indicating all data were normally distributed. 
Confirmatory Factor Analyses – After collecting the data, I saw there was high 
correlation and collinearity in both sets of data using all constructs.  I performed 
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) on both sets of data, using all main constructs and 
items.  These included all four domains of CQ (metacognitive with 4 items, cognitive 
with 6, motivational with 5, and behavioral with 5), EQ (33 items), attitude homophily 
(15 items), and relationship quality (5 items). 
My original model’s CFA with seven constructs (4 CQ domains, EQ, attitude 
homophily, and relationship quality) resulted in the following scores: RMSEA = .092 and 
Condition = 40.883 for mentors; RMSEA = .111 and Condition = 103.2 for protégés.  
Using this model, I then followed suggested deletions of individual items from the 
constructs.  When I dropped items, the same items were dropped from both sets of data 
(mentors and protégés).  The items I dropped from the analysis are noted in Appendix A 
with a (D).  My final CFAs resulted in RMSEA = .0835, Condition Number = 19.032, 
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and CFI = .947 for mentors, and RMSEA = .0785, Condition Number = 15.685, and CFI 
= .938 for protégés.  The RMSEA indicated fair fit of the model, as <.05 indicates close 
fit, .05 to .08 indicates fair fit, and >.1 indicates poor fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998).  The 
Condition Number should be less than 30 to avoid multicollinearity (Cohen, Cohen, 
Aiken, & West, 2003). 
Descriptive statistics and scale reliabilities – I calculated the means, standard 
deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each scale used in this study (with 
modified scales per the CFA findings).  These are shown in Tables 9 and 10.  Table 9 is 
for the mentor participants, and Table 10 is for the protégé participants.  All scales 
showed good internal reliability with alphas greater than .70 (the lowest alpha in this 
study is .82).  The correlations between all variables in each data set are also shown in 
Tables 9 and 10.  The directions of all correlations were consistent with the hypotheses 
herein.  There were many significant correlations between variables, however, using the 
CFA analyses above, the adapted and original measures in Appendix A were used. 
INSERT TABLES 9 AND 10 HERE 
Hypothesis Testing 
 
To test the direct effect hypotheses, I used multiple hierarchical regression.  To 
test for mediation, I used a bootstrapping approach suggested by Preacher and Hayes 
(2008).  This method is used to construct confidence intervals for the indirect effect.  A 
set of researchers had compared bootstrapping to the commonly used Baron and Kenny 
process, and Sobel process, and they recommend bootstrapping (MacKinnon, Lockwood, 
Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002).  Preacher and Hayes suggest a test that uses a 95% 
confidence interval based on a 10,000 bootstrapping sample (2008).  This new method 
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has two advantages over Baron and Kenny, and Sobel.  Rather than arbitrarily requiring 
that the standard error of the indirect effect has a normal distribution, this process 
generates bias-corrected confidence intervals for the standard errors that can be used in 
nonparametric tests.  It also offers a direct test of the indirect effect (Preacher & Hayes, 
2008).  
 Hypotheses 1a-d predicted that the CQ of mentors will be positively related to 
their perceptions of attitude homophily, controlling for participant’s gender, race, 
ethnicity, age, past protégé experience, past mentorship experience, relationship length, 
formal vs. informal relationship status, and total number of contacts in the previous year.  
All future findings will include the controls listed here.  As shown in Model 2 in Table 
11, Hypotheses 1a-d were not supported (β=.14 and p=.32 for metacognitive, β=.14 and 
p=.33 for cognitive, β=.15 and p=.32 for motivational, and β=.13 and p=.56 for 
behavioral CQ).  Hypotheses 2a-d predicted that the CQ of protégés will be positively 
related to their perceptions of attitude homophily.  As shown in Model 2 in Table 12, 
Hypotheses 2a-d were also not supported (β=-.22 and p=.36 for metacognitive, β=.04 and 
p=.80 for cognitive, β=.35 and p=.11 for motivational, and β=.21 and p=.22 for 
behavioral CQ).   
INSERT TABLES 11 AND 12 HERE 
 Hypothesis 3 predicted that the EQ of a) mentors and b) protégés will be 
positively related to their perceptions of attitude homophily.  As shown in Model 2 in 
Table 11, Hypothesis 3a was supported for mentors (β=.31, p=.0113).  Hypothesis 3b (for 
protégés) was not supported (β=.14, p=.77), shown in Model 2 in Table 12.   
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The fourth hypotheses predicted that the perceived attitude homophily of a) mentors 
and b) protégés will be positively related to their perceptions of relationship quality.  As 
shown in Model 5 in Tables 11 and 12, Hypothesis 4a for mentors was supported (β=.27 
and p<.0001).  Hypothesis 4b (for protégés) was also supported for (β=.39 and p<.0001).   
Hypotheses 5a-d predicted that the CQ of mentors will be positively related to their 
perceptions of relationship quality.  As shown in Model 4 in Table 11, Hypothesis 5a was 
supported for metacognitive CQ (β=.25, p<.0001), but Hypotheses 5b-d were not 
supported for the other three domains (β=-.04 and p=.50 for cognitive, β=.11 and p=.08 
for motivational, and β=-.10 and p=.08 for behavioral CQ).  Hypotheses 6a-d predicted 
that the CQ of protégés will be positively related to their perceptions of relationship 
quality.  All parts of this hypothesis were not supported (β=.05 and p=.59 for 
metacognitive, β=.06 and p=.30 for cognitive, β=.14 and p=.06 for motivational, and 
β=.07 and p=.35 for behavioral CQ) as shown in Model 4 in Table 12.   
The seventh hypothesis predicted that the EQ of a) mentors and b) protégés will be 
positively related to their perceptions of relationship quality.  As shown in Model 4 in 
Table 11, Hypothesis 7a was supported for mentors (β=.41, p=.0019).  Hypothesis 7b (for 
protégés) was also supported (β=.45, p=.0146) as shown in Model 4 in Table 12.   
Hypotheses 8a-d predicted that attitude homophily will mediate the relationship 
between mentors’ four CQ domains and their perceptions of relationship quality.  
Hypotheses 9a-d predicted that attitude homophily will mediate the relationship between 
protégés’ four CQ domains and their perceptions of relationship quality. The tenth 
hypothesis predicted that attitude homophily will mediate the relationship between a) 
mentors’ EQ and b) protégés’ EQ and their perceptions of relationship quality. For both 
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mentors and protégés, attitude homophily did not prove to be a mediator between CQ or 
EQ with relationship quality, as the 95% confidence intervals included zero for all five 
IVs (see Tables 13 and 14).  Therefore, Hypotheses 12a-d, 13a-d, and 14a-b are not 
supported. 
INSERT TABLES 13 AND 14 HERE 
 
The results of all hypotheses are included for reference.  See Table 15. 
INSERT TABLE 15 HERE 
Post Hoc Analyses 
 
MENTORS WITHOUT EQ: 
Because the four dimensions of CQ were so highly correlated with attitude 
homophily, relationship quality, and EQ, I ran the regression analyses of CQ onto the 
DVs and checked the mediation, all without the construct of EQ.  
When regressing the four CQ dimensions onto attitude homophily (along with the 
control variables used throughout this study), my results showed that motivational CQ 
was significantly related to attitude homophily (β=.32, p=.0279).  However, the other 
three domains were not significantly related to attitude homophily:  metacognitive CQ 
(β=.27, p=.06), cognitive CQ (β=-.09, p=.52), and behavioral CQ (β=-.04, p=.76). 
I then regressed the four CQ dimensions onto relationship quality (along with the 
control variables used throughout this study).  My results showed that both metacognitive 
CQ and motivational CQ were significant in the regression on relationship quality:  
metacognitive CQ (β=.31, p<.0001), and motivational CQ (β=.20, p=.0013).  However, 
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the other two domains were not significant:  cognitive CQ (β=-.02, p=.78), and 
behavioral CQ (β=-.08, p=.16). 
PROTÉGÉS WITHOUT EQ: 
I regressed the four CQ dimensions onto attitude homophily (along with the control 
variables used throughout this study), and my results still showed that none of the 
dimensions were significantly related to attitude homophily:  metacognitive CQ (β=.-24, 
p=.29), cognitive CQ (β=.33, p=.83), motivational CQ (β=.33, p=.10), and behavioral CQ 
(β=.19, p=.34). 
I then regressed the four CQ dimensions onto relationship quality (along with the 
control variables used throughout this study).  My results showed that motivational CQ 
was significantly related to relationship quality (β=.22, p=.0046).  However, the other 
three domains were not significant:  metacognitive CQ (β=.12, p=.17), cognitive CQ 
(β=.08, p=18), and behavioral CQ (β=.11, p=.17). 
MENTORS WITHOUT CQ: 
Again, because the EQ was so highly correlated with attitude homophily, relationship 
quality, and the four dimensions of CQ, I ran the regression analyses of EQ onto the DVs 
and checked the mediation, all without the constructs of the CQ dimensions.  
I regressed EQ onto attitude homophily (along with the control variables used 
throughout this study), and my results showed that EQ was significantly related to 
attitude homophily (β=.97, p<.0001). 
I then regressed the EQ onto relationship quality.  My results showed that EQ was 
significantly related to relationship quality (β=.72, p<.0001).   
PROTÉGÉS WITHOUT CQ: 
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I regressed EQ onto attitude homophily (along with the control variables used 
throughout this study), and my results showed that EQ was not significantly related to 
attitude homophily (β=.32, p=.23). 
I then regressed the EQ onto relationship quality.  My results showed that EQ was 
significantly related to relationship quality (β=.90, p<.0001).  
Therefore, there were no changes in the regression relationships between EQ and 
attitude homophily/relationship quality when CQ was removed from the analyses.  
The next chapter will include discussion of this study, including limitations, 
implications for future research, implications for HR managers, contributions, and 
conclusion. 
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CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Discussion 
 
As the workforce becomes more diverse throughout the world, diverse mentoring 
pairs will become more common, and the success of these mentoring pairs will become 
more important to overall success and competitive advantage.  This study looked at 
mentors and protégés (unmatched) in ethnically and/or racially diverse mentoring 
relationships to investigate the importance of cultural intelligence and emotional 
intelligence to those relationships. 
This study found that mentors’ EQ was significantly related to their perceptions of 
attitude homophily in a racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationship.  Protégés’ EQ 
did not have a significant effect when regressed on attitude homophily.  High levels of 
EQ should enable a person to have read past experiences more accurately, which should 
lead to more appropriate actions in the current relationship, which he/she is also reading 
more accurately than one with lower EQ.  This only proved to be true for mentors in 
racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationships, possibly because protégés with lower 
levels of power did not sense similarity with their mentors.   
Although CQ did not result in significant regression results on attitude homophily, 
three domains of mentors (all except for behavioral) were significantly correlated to 
attitude homophily.   
It is possible that some other individual characteristic could be playing an important 
role in these relationships that I did not include in my model.  It is possible that self-
esteem would enable a participant to relax and examine the new relationship in a clearer 
light, and that characteristic might be an independent variable, or a moderator.  Higher 
self-esteem may result in people’s better identifying cues in the environment, which SIP 
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states aids them as they encounter new relationships.  In the same light, 
neuroticism/emotional stability, extroversion, and agreeableness may play a part in the 
beginning of relationships as new partners try to read cues in situations where no 
immediately effective response is clear (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971). 
In the full model (including EQ), the direct effects of the four domains of CQ within 
the racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationships studied were not found to be 
significant in the regressions on perceived attitude homophily.  When looking at CQ’s 
impact on relationship quality, only metacognitive CQ was found to be significant in 
regression, and that was only in the mentor data.  From the regression results, it appears 
that cultural intelligence may not come into play within mentoring relationships where 
the level of diversity is race and ethnicity, rather than national culture.  Another 
explanation could have been that because CQ and EQ are so highly correlated, that CQ’s 
effects on attitude homophily are being overridden by EQ in this study.  However, when 
EQ was removed from the regression model, the findings were still minimal.  
Motivational CQ was significantly related to attitude homophily for mentors, and both 
metacognitive CQ and motivational CQ were significantly related to relationship quality.  
Therefore, EQ did not grossly affect the regression findings of CQ on attitude homophily 
or relationship quality in this study.  However, the correlations do show significant and 
positive correlations between the four domains of CQ and relationship quality for both 
groups.  These high correlations could become important when putting together a formal, 
diverse mentoring program. 
The hypothesis that mentors’ EQ will be positively related to their perceptions of 
attitude homophily with their mentors in a diverse mentoring relationship, was confirmed 
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by this study.  However the paired hypothesis that protégés’ EQ would positively relate 
to attitude homophily, was not supported through regression.  Social Information 
Processing (SIP) indicates that in times of uncertainty social cues are important.  Diverse 
mentoring relationships have less of a comfort zone than homogenous relationships 
(Ragins, 2002).  Thus, higher levels of EQ should lower this uncertainty, and this study 
showed they are related to higher perceptions of attitude homophily for mentors only, 
when controlling for demographic and relationship items.  It is possible that, for protégés, 
other factors are important to attitude homophily, or attitude homophily is more difficult 
to form for protégés.  Indeed, the regression indicates that whether the relationship is 
formal or informal has the most significance in the regression on attitude homophily for 
protégés, with informal relationships being most significant (p=.0038) with increased 
attitude homophily.  Again, though, the correlations between EQ and relationship quality 
for both groups is positive and significant, as is the correlation between EQ and attitude 
homophily for mentors.  This may indicate an important relationship for EQ within 
diverse mentoring relationships in this study. 
The hypothesis that mentors’ and protégés’ EQ will be positively related to their 
perceptions of relationship quality in diverse mentoring relationships, was confirmed by 
this study for both mentors and protégés.  Higher EQ should result in more thoughtful 
interchanges with the partner and did, in this study, relate to perceptions of higher 
relationship quality in their diverse mentoring pairs. 
The hypothesis that perceived attitude homophily would be positively related to 
relationship quality was supported for both the mentors and the protégés in this study.  
This relationship of attitude homophily and liking or relationship quality had been found 
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in previous research (Berger & Clatterbuck, 1976; Daly et al., 1976; Ensher et al., 2002; 
Lincoln & Miller, 1979) and this study resulted in the same significant findings.  The 
similarity-attraction paradigm indicates that perceived similarity should lead to a 
mentoring partner to look upon the relationship in a more positive light, and this was the 
case in this study.  It had been suggested previously that perceived dissimilarity can 
negatively impact interpersonal relationships (Ragins, 1997), and a significant 
relationship was found between perceived similarity and mentorship quality (Allen & 
Eby, 2003). These earlier findings were confirmed in this mentoring study. 
The mediation hypotheses were that the perceived attitude homophily of mentors and 
protégés will mediate the relationship between the mentors’ or protégés’ CQ (and EQ) 
and their perceptions of the relationship quality; they were not supported in any of the 
regressions by this study.   
The regression results of this study, overall, indicated that CQ of mentors and 
protégés in diverse mentoring relationships is not significantly positively related to the 
outcome of perceptions of attitude homophily with their partners or perceived 
relationship quality in regression analyses, with the exception of metacognitive CQ being 
significantly positively related to relationship quality in the mentor data set only.  
Emotional intelligence, however, does seem to play a positive relational role to attitude 
homophily for mentors, and to relationship quality in both mentors and protégés in these 
mentoring relationships.  In addition, perceived attitude homophily has been found to be 
positively significantly related to relationship quality in both regression analyses and in 
correlations, consistent with previous studies. 
Limitations 
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As with all studies, the results of this research must be considered in light of 
limitations of the study.  First, the fact exists that the respondents completed a survey 
after they followed a link to it, so the researcher cannot be sure that the surveys were 
completed by the person who was originally solicited through StudyResponse; another 
person could have completed the online survey.  StudyResponse contacted their 
constituents that indicated that they were involved in a mentoring relationship involving 
racially/ethnically diverse partners.  The award of a $20 gift certificate may have affected 
responses so that unqualified participants replied that they were, indeed, qualified.  Along 
these lines, I had received 152 completed mentor surveys and 156 completed protégé 
surveys through UWM’s Qualtrics system.  I needed to eliminate those surveys that 
indicated that the mentor and protégé were of the same race and ethnicity, along with 
those surveys that did not indicate the race and ethnicity of both the mentor and the 
protégé.  This lowered my usable responses to 116 mentors and 95 protégés. 
As with any self-report survey, the possibility of social desirability affecting the 
answers is an issue.  However, respondents were assured of confidentiality and were told 
that responses would only be reported in an aggregate manner to try to limit this effect.  
Insofar as both our dependent and independent measures are self-reported data, the 
problem of common method variance (CMV) was tested.  To test for the potential of 
common method bias, I followed Lindell and Whitney (2001) to introduce a marker 
variable. They state that a marker should be measured by the same instrument as the 
scales used in the analysis and should be theoretically unrelated to the substantive 
variables in the study. I selected the marker ethnicity that was measured by the question 
of, “Are you Spanish/Hispanic/Latino?” (1=yes; 2=no).  Although this variable was used 
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in my analyses as a control, this variable was not expected to have a theoretical 
relationship to the other substantive variables.  An inspection of the partial correlations 
between all main variables, controlling for ethnicity, showed that all significant 
correlations in Tables 9 and 10 remained significant.  This provides confidence that 
common method bias is not an important issue in this study. 
The fact that the sample was a combination of people involved in mentoring 
relationships that were a mix of formal and informal, was not ideal in collecting this data, 
although findings would have been less likely in such a mix.  However, I did use the 
formal/informal variable as a control variable in all regression models.   
Another limitation is that the data gathered was not matched pair data.  Matched pair 
data would have allowed for richer analyses, particularly cross-dyad relationships, and 
this is an area for possible future research.   
Generalizability is an area that is often a limitation of empirical studies.  The 
participants in this study were in a mix of formal and informal relationships (see above), 
a mix of ages, genders, and years of experience in their current employment and were 
employed in various, unknown organizations.  It would be interesting to see if 
comparable results would be reached in another collection of unmatched mentors and 
protégés.  However, the data is the beginning of research of racially and/or ethnically 
diverse mentoring participants. 
Implications for Future Research 
 
Implications for researchers can be found in this study.  Cultural intelligence has been 
studied to a large degree using expatriates and with people from different countries.  This 
study examined CQ of a largely US group and the diversity categories were racial and 
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ethnic.  This study does not, through regression analyses, indicate the importance of 
studying CQ as people deal with racially and/or ethnically diverse others in mentoring 
relationships within their own home country, a situation that is happening more often in 
this globally connected world.  Although there were positive, significant correlation 
relationships, the only significant regression finding was mentor CQ on relationship 
quality in the complete model. 
This study has found the usefulness of EQ of both mentors and protégés involved in a 
racially/ethnically diverse mentoring relationship.  Future studies of the implications of 
EQ of people in diverse mentoring relationships may lead to interesting and beneficial 
findings, both socially and economically.  EQ may, indeed, be a factor that strengthens 
the SIP theory and allows participants to draw on larger numbers of memories that have 
been thoroughly considered, which then allows them to enter new relationships in a more 
positive manner, leading to both higher levels of perceived attitude homophily and 
relationship quality. 
This study also confirms previous studies that attitude homophily is significantly 
important when studying mentors’ and protégés’ perception of mentoring relationship 
quality when that mentoring relationship is diverse.  This may be important as members 
in a diverse relationship might be looking for some areas of similarity, which has been 
found to be significantly associated with partner liking of both mentors and protégés 
(Lankau et al., 2005).  Correctly recognizing more issues of attitude homophily will make 
the new relationship a bit more comfortable so that the mentor/protégé will see the 
benefits of the relationship earlier than those with lower levels of attitude homophily. 
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As stated earlier, SIP leads to other variables being examined in mentoring studies, 
particularly those of self-esteem, neuroticism/emotional stability, and agreeableness of 
both partners. 
It is possible that studying matched pairs of mentors and protégés within the same 
study may either strengthen or dispute the findings of this study.  A matched pair study 
would enable the researchers to study cross-dyad relationships, such as if the CQ/EQ of a 
mentor related to perception of relationship quality by the protégé and vice versa. 
An additional analysis of each mentoring partner’s level of identity to his/her ethnic 
or racial group may prove interesting. 
Implications for HR Managers 
 
Implications for practitioners are also found from this study.  Since people from 
underrepresented classes generally receive mentors who are racially/ethnically different 
from themselves, training EQ to both mentors and protégés may make the mentoring 
relationship more beneficial to each of them and to the company or organization setting 
up the mentoring program.  People can be trained in EQ.  One group of researchers did an 
experiment with a control group receiving no training and another group receiving four 
sessions of two and a half hours each of EQ training over a four-week period (Nelis, 
Quoidbach, Mikolajczak, & Hansenne, 2009).  Those receiving training showed a 
significant increase in EQ, as well as sustained increase.   
Another implication of this finding would be that those who are interested in 
becoming involved in a formal mentoring program might be screened for levels of EQ.  
This screening might assist an organization to choose those people who would have a 
higher likelihood of a positive outcome, which would be those with high EQ. Testing and 
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training employees, especially those likely to become involved in diverse mentoring, in 
EQ could really make a positive impact in an organization that believes or has found that 
mentoring is important to its success. 
Also, it may be beneficial for organizations that are setting up diverse mentoring 
relationships to encourage the mentoring pairs to discuss their attitudes and values in 
order to trigger a higher level of attitude homophily within the relationship.  This higher 
level of attitude homophily might result in higher levels of relationship quality within 
those diverse pairs. 
Contributions 
 
For future research, the fact that this study examined unmatched mentors and 
protégés raises the point that it would be interesting to study these constructs among 
matched mentoring pairs.  Although it would be difficult to identify matched pairs while 
still retaining anonymity, confidentiality could still be offered.  Further study on the 
information gathered in this study may include investigating data where the mentor is of 
the majority group of Caucasian, looking at differences between genders, splitting those 
in formal vs. informal mentoring relationships, splitting off those where the mentor is (or 
isn’t) a direct supervisor of the protégé, and breaking up the participants by ethnic and/or 
racial background.  Also, future studies may look at other results of mentoring 
relationships, such as that of partner satisfaction. 
Conclusion 
 
In this study, I analyzed some important relationships between CQ, EQ, attitude 
homophily, and relationship quality within diverse mentoring relationships.  This study 
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was comprised of participants who self-identified as being either a mentor or a protégé in 
a mentoring relationship with a racially/ethnically diverse partner.  Diversity remains an 
important (and growing) issue in the U.S., and an organization’s commitment to diversity 
may assist them in better utilizing minority members of their workforce.  Social 
information processing theory may be used to examine these types of mentoring 
relationships as they add a level of discomfort as they begin. 
 Integrating social information processing, CQ, EQ, and mentoring literatures, I 
make several contributions to research and to the practice of management.  One 
contribution has to do with my focus on racially/ethnically diverse mentoring 
relationships.  For this group, my findings indicate that when organizations set up formal 
mentoring programs that will include diverse partnerships, EQ levels of both partners 
should be taken into consideration.  For organizations using mentoring, a contribution of 
this study has to do with the importance of EQ and the provision of appropriate training 
to their employees.  This study shows that organizations can enhance their mentoring 
programs by assessing and training those involved in EQ.  Organizations may also want 
to help build perceptions of attitude homophily among members of mentoring 
relationships by getting them to discuss values and beliefs in order for them to find 
similarities among themselves.   
Another contribution is studying attitude homophily of both mentoring partners and 
confirming its positive impact on perceptions of relationship quality.  This may be a 
construct that could be added to existing research models to strengthen the studied 
constructs.  Attitude homophily could be used as an independent or dependent variable in 
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mentoring studies, alongside current DVs.  It could also be used as a mediator, similar to 
this study, when examining antecedents and results of mentoring.   
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FIGURE 1:  MENTORING POINTS 
 
 
ENTRY POINT 
 
Examines 
characteristics and 
actions of mentor and 
protégé as they are 
forming their 
connection. 
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Examines the 
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during the mentoring 
relationship. 
 EFFECTS/OUTCOMES 
OF MENTORING 
Examines the outcomes 
of the mentoring 
relationship on the 
mentor and the protégé. 
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FIGURE 2:  MODEL OF CQ AND EQ ON MENTOR/PROTÉGÉ ATTITUDE 
HOMOPHILY AND RELATIONSHIP QUALITY IN DIVERSE MENTORING 
RELATIONSHIPS 
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TABLE 1:  Mentoring Functions and Definitions *(Kram, 1985) and 
**(Ragins, 2011) 
 
MENTOR FUNCTION DEFINITION* 
Career/Sponsorship Actively supports an individual for lateral transfers and 
promotions 
Career/Protection Shields an individual from potentially damaging contact with 
key senior figures in the organization 
Career/Exposure and 
Visibility 
Gives an individual assignments that require written and 
personal contact with key senior figures 
Career/Challenging 
Assignments 
Helps an individual prepare for greater responsibility by 
providing challenging work along with technical training and 
ongoing feedback that encourages skills development and 
enables a sense of accomplishment 
Career/Coaching Shares advice, information, strategies, and ideas that help an 
individual attain objectives, achieve recognition, and achieve 
career aspirations 
Psychosocial/Friendship Shares informal work and social experiences resulting in 
mutual liking and understanding 
Psychosocial/Counseling Uses active listening to enable an employee to talk openly 
about personal concerns about self and career, offering 
alternative perspectives and helping to resolve problems 
Psychosocial/Acceptance 
and/or Confirmation 
Conveys positive regard, providing support and 
encouragement 
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TABLE 1:  Mentoring Functions and Definitions *Kram 1985 and **Ragins 2011 
(Continued) 
 
MENTOR FUNCTION DEFINITION* 
Psychosocial/Role 
Modeling 
Serves as a model for the junior colleague to emulate and 
respect 
Psychosocial/Parent Either/both members construe the relationship as a 
parent/child relationship 
Psychosocial/Social Participates in informal, one-on-one social activities outside 
of work  
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TABLE 1:  Mentoring Functions and Definitions *Kram 1985 and **Ragins 2011 
(Continued) 
 
MENTOR AND 
PROTÉGÉ FUNCTION 
DEFINITION** 
 
Relational/Personal 
Learning and Growth 
Partners share information and knowledge as well as personal 
growth and development 
Relational/Inspiration Partners see possibilities through each other, leading to a 
fresh perspective and new behaviors 
Relational/Affirmation of 
Selves 
Partners view each other in terms of their ideal selves and 
help their partners engage in behaviors that are aligned with 
their ideal selves 
Relational/Reliance on 
communal norms 
Both focus on their partner’s well-being, and take actions in 
response to their partner’s needs without expecting 
repayment; both take responsibility for their partner’s welfare 
Relational/Shared 
influence and mutual 
respect 
Both are influenced by their partner’s perspectives and are 
interdependent; relationship includes admiration, 
appreciation, and encouragement from both sides 
Relational/Trust and 
commitment 
Partners trust each other based on commitment to the 
relationship and to the partner 
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TABLE 2:  Protégé Findings at Entry Point 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
 
PERSONALITY 
Willingness to be 
Mentored 
Likely to Become a Protégé (vs. 
nonprotégés) 
Likely to be Selected as 
a Protégé 
Likely to have Informal Mentor 
Emotional stability     
(Latinas’) Ethnic identity Not significant 
(Gonzalez-Figueroa & 
Young, 2005) 
   
Extroversion     
Internal locus of control     
Need for achievement  Positive (Fagenson, 1992)   
Need for affiliation  Not significant (Fagenson, 1992)   
Need for autonomy  Not significant (Fagenson, 1992)   
Need for power  Positive (Fagenson, 1992)   
Perceived ability/potential   Pos. (Allen et al., 2000)  
Self-monitoring     
Type A personality     
Advancement expectations  Positive (Singh et al., 2009b)   
Proactive career behaviors  Positive (Singh et al., 2009b)   
DEMOGRAPHIC     
Gender  Positive for females (Smith et 
al., 2000) 
Positive for females (Waldeck et 
al., 1997) 
Not significant (O'Brien et al., 
2010) 
Not significant (Thomas 
et al., 2005) 
 
Race  Not significant (Smith et al., 
2000) 
Negative for racial minorities 
(McDonald & Westphal, 2013) 
Not significant (Thomas 
et al., 2005) 
Negative for blacks (Viator, 
2001) 
Marital Status  Negative for married U.S. 
women (Ramaswami et al., 
2014) 
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TABLE 2:  Protégé Findings at Entry Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
 
HISTORY 
Willingness to be Mentored Likely to Become a Protégé 
(vs. nonprotégés) 
Likely to be Selected as 
a Protégé 
Likely to have Informal 
Mentor 
Length of employment     
Past mentoring experience     
Strength of promotional 
history 
 Positive (Singh et al., 
2009b) 
  
ORGANIZATION/JOB     
Individual development 
culture 
    
Information sharing norms     
Opportunities for 
interactions on the job 
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TABLE 2:  Protégé Findings at Entry Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
 
PERSONALITY 
Relationship Initiated by 
Protégé 
Likely to Receive a White, 
Male Mentor 
Likely to Desire Similar 
Mentor 
Perceptions of Barriers to 
Mentoring 
Emotional stability Positive (Turban & Dougherty, 
1994) 
   
(Latinas’) Ethnic identity   Positive (Gonzalez-
Figueroa & Young, 
2005) 
 
Extroversion Not significant (Aryee et al., 
1999) 
   
Internal locus of control Positive (Aryee et al., 1999) 
Positive (Turban & Dougherty, 
1994) 
   
Need for achievement     
Need for affiliation     
Need for autonomy     
Need for power     
Perceived ability/potential     
Self-monitoring Positive (Aryee et al., 1999) 
Positive (Turban & Dougherty, 
1994) 
   
Type A personality Not significant (Aryee et al., 
1999) 
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TABLE 2:  Protégé Findings at Entry Point (Continued) 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Dependent Variable 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC 
Relationship 
Initiated by Protégé 
 
Likely to Receive a 
White, Male Mentor 
 
Likely to Desire 
Similar Mentor 
Perceptions of 
Barriers to Mentoring 
 
 
Formulation of Relationship 
Gender  Positive for males 
(Dreher & Cox Jr, 
1996) 
 Positive for females 
(Ragins & Cotton, 
1991) 
Not significant 
(Blickle et al., 2010) 
Not significant for informal 
relationships (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
Race  Positive for whites 
(Dreher & Cox Jr, 
1996) 
Negative for Black and 
Hispanic MBAs 
(Dreher & Chargois, 
1998) 
Positive for 
ethnic minorities 
(Syed et al., 
2012) 
Positive for African 
Americans (Viator, 
2001) 
 
Socioeconomic 
Origin 
   Negative (Blickle et 
al., 2010) 
 
HISTORY      
Length of 
employment 
   Negative (Ragins & 
Cotton, 1991) 
 
Past mentoring 
experience 
   Negative (Ragins & 
Cotton, 1991) 
 
ORGANIZATION/J
OB 
     
Individual 
development culture 
Not significant 
(Aryee et al., 1999) 
    
Information sharing 
norms 
Not significant 
(Aryee et al., 1999) 
    
Opportunities for 
interactions on the 
job 
Positive (Aryee et 
al., 1999) 
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TABLE 3:  Mentor Findings at Entry Point 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PERSONALITY Willingness to Mentor Perceived Barriers to Mentor Likely to Select Protégés Based On… 
Advancement aspirations   Positive for Protégés Perceived to be 
in need of help (Allen et al., 2000) 
Helpfulness Positive (Allen, 2003)   
Internal locus of control Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
Not significant (Allen, Poteet, 
Russell, et al., 1997) 
 
Job-induced stress Not significant (Allen, Poteet, & 
Burroughs, 1997) 
Negative (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et 
al., 1997) 
 
Other-oriented empathy Positive (Allen, 2003)   
Perceive greater barriers to 
mentoring 
  Negative for protégés perceived to be 
higher in ability/potential (Allen et al., 
2000) 
Proactivity Positive (Thomas et al., 2005)   
Upward Striving Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
Not significant (Allen, Poteet, 
Russell, et al., 1997) 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS    
Age Negative (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 
1997) 
Not significant (Ragins & Cotton, 
1993) 
Not significant (Allen, Poteet, & 
Burroughs, 1997) 
 
Education 
 
Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
  
Gender Not significant (Allen, Poteet, Russell, 
et al., 1997) 
Not significant (Ragins & Cotton, 
1993) 
Positive for females (Thomas et al., 
2005) 
Not significant (Allen, Poteet, 
Russell, et al., 1997) 
Positive for females (Ragins & 
Cotton, 1993) 
Significant for female mentors for 
protégés’ perceived ability (Allen et 
al., 2000) 
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TABLE 3:  Mentor Findings at Entry Point (Continued) 
 
HISTORY Willingness to Mentor Perceived Barriers to Mentor Likely to Select Protégés Based On… 
Experience as mentor Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
  
Experience as protégé Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
Positive (Ragins & Cotton, 1993) 
  
Length of employment Negative (Ragins & Cotton, 1993)   
Organizational rank Positive (Ragins & Cotton, 1993)   
Quality of relationship with 
supervisor 
Positive (Allen, Poteet, Russell, et al., 
1997) 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PERSONALITY Mentoring Received Psychosocial Support Career Support Role Modeling Other Support 
Extroversion Not significant (Aryee 
et al., 1999) 
    
Internal locus of control Not significant (Aryee 
et al., 1999) 
    
Self-Monitoring Not significant (Aryee 
et al., 1999) 
    
Type A personality Not significant (Aryee 
et al., 1999) 
    
Willingness to be 
mentored 
Positive (Gonzalez-
Figueroa & Young, 
2005) 
    
DEMOGRAPHICS      
Age   Negative (Finkelstein et 
al., 2003) 
Not significant 
(Finkelstein et al., 
2003) 
 
Race Positive for blacks 
(Barrett et al., 2004) 
Not significant but 
Negative for whites 
(Blake-Beard, 1999) 
Negative for blacks 
from Caucasian formal 
mentors only (Viator, 
2001) 
Positive for blacks from 
black mentors (Viator, 
2001) 
Negative for Asians 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
Negative for blacks 
with formal mentors 
only (Viator, 2001) 
Negative for Asians 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
 
Gender  Positive for females 
(O'Brien et al., 2010) 
Positive for females 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
Positive for males 
(O'Brien et al., 2010) 
Positive for females 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DEMOGRAPHICS, cont. Mentoring Received Psychosocial Support Career Support Role Modeling Other Support 
Gay/lesbian  Positive for gay/lesbian 
mentors (Hebl et al., 2012) 
Positive for 
heterosexual rather 
than lesbian/bisexual 
(Barratt et al., 2014) 
  
Marital Status  Positive for U.S. males only 
(Ramaswami et al., 2014) 
   
ORGANIZATION/JOB      
Individual development 
culture 
Positive (Aryee et al., 
1999) 
    
Information sharing norms Positive (Aryee et al., 
1999) 
    
Opportunities for 
interactions on the job 
Not significant (Aryee 
et al., 1999) 
    
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTIC 
     
Age Diversity  Not significant (Finkelstein et 
al., 2003) 
   
Gender Diversity  Not significant for minority 
and female protégés (Smith et 
al., 2000) 
Not significant (Sosik & 
Godshalk, 2000) 
Positive for same gender 
(Blake-Beard et al., 2011) 
Positive (Ensher et al., 2002) 
Not significant for 
minority and female 
protégés (Smith et al., 
2000) 
Not significant 
(Sosik & Godshalk, 
2000) 
Not significant 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
Not significant 
(Ensher et al., 2002) 
Not significant for 
vocational mentor 
support (Ensher et 
al., 2002) 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTIC 
Mentoring Received Psychosocial Support Career Support Role Modeling Other Support 
Attitude Similarity  Positive (Ensher et al., 2002)  Positive (Ensher et 
al., 2002) 
Positive for 
vocational mentor 
support (Ensher et 
al., 2002) 
Actual Demographic 
Similarity 
Positive (Lankau et al., 
2005) 
    
Perceived Demographic 
Similarity 
Positive (Lankau et al., 
2005) 
    
Mentor level of liking 
protégé 
 Not significant (Lankau et al., 
2005) 
   
Protégé level of liking 
mentor 
  Not significant 
(Lankau et al., 2005) 
Not significant 
(Lankau et al., 
2005) 
Positive for 
vocational support 
(Lankau et al., 
2005) 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTIC 
 
Mentoring Received 
 
Psychosocial Support 
 
Career Support 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Other Support 
Race Similarity Positive for 
homogeneous 
relationship (D. A. 
Thomas, 1990) 
Positive for pair of 
people of color (Ortiz-
Walters & Gilson, 
2005) 
Positive (Blake-Beard 
et al., 2011) 
Positive (Ensher et al., 
2002) 
Positive for same race 
(Blake-Beard et al., 
2011) 
Positive (Ensher et al., 
2002) 
Positive for 
instrumental support 
for pair of people of 
color (Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005) 
Not significant for 
networking support for 
pair of people of color 
(Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005) 
Positive for vocational 
mentor support 
(Ensher et al., 2002) 
Deep-level dissimilarity 
within dyad 
Negative (C. Hu, 
Baranik, & Wu, 2014) 
    
Deep-level similarity 
within dyad 
Positive (Lankau et al., 
2005) 
Positive (Lankau et al., 
2005) 
   
      
Mentored (vs. 
nonmentored) 
     
Initiation of mentoring 
relationship by protégé 
Positive (Turban & 
Dougherty, 1994) 
    
Mentor’s willingness to 
mentor 
 Positive (Hartmann et 
al., 2014) 
 Positive (Hartmann et 
al., 2014) 
Positive for vocational 
support (Hartmann et 
al., 2014) 
Mentor’s Perceived 
Organizational Support 
Positive (C. Hu, S. 
Wang, C.-C. Yang, & 
T.-y. Wu, 2014) 
    
Interaction Frequency  Positive (Eby et al., 
2013) 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PERSONALITY  
Quality of 
Relationship 
 
Role Ambiguity/ 
Role Conflict 
Comfortable sharing 
info with emotive 
female protégé 
 
Protégé perceived importance of 
amount of contact with mentor 
Extroversion     
Internal locus of control     
Self-Monitoring     
Type A personality     
Willingness to be 
mentored 
    
DEMOGRAPHICS     
Age Not significant, but 
positive  (Finkelstein 
et al., 2003) 
   
Race    Negative for underrepresented racial 
minorities in matched-background 
mentors than White students (Dreher 
& Chargois, 1998) 
Gender   Negative for male 
mentors (Leck & 
Orser, 2013) 
 
Extroversion     
Internal locus of control     
Self-Monitoring     
Gay/lesbian     
Marital Status     
ORGANIZATION/JOB     
Individual development 
culture 
    
Information sharing 
norms 
    
Opportunities for 
interactions on the job 
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TABLE 4:  Protégé Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Quality of 
Relationship 
Role Ambiguity/ 
Role Conflict 
Comfortable sharing 
info with emotive 
female protégé 
 
 
Protégé liking of mentor 
Age Diversity     
Gender Diversity     
Race Diversity     
Deep-level Similarity 
within dyad 
   Positive (Lankau et al., 2005) 
     
Mentored (vs. 
nonmentored) 
 Negative (Specht, 
2013) 
  
Initiation of mentoring 
relationship by protégé 
    
Mentor’s willingness to 
mentor 
    
Mentor’s Perceived 
Organizational Support 
    
Interaction Frequency     
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TABLE 5:  Mentor Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PERSONALITY Overall Mentoring Psychosocial Mentoring Career Mentoring Role Modeling Perceptions of 
Mentoring 
Helpfulness  Not significant (Allen, 
2003) 
Positive (Allen, 2003)   
Intrinsic satisfaction  Positive (Allen, 2003) Not significant (Allen, 
2003) 
  
Other-oriented empathy  Positive (Allen, 2003) Not significant (Allen, 
2003) 
  
Self-enhancement 
motive 
 Positive (Allen, 2003) Positive (Allen, 2003)   
Organizational 
Commitment  
 Positive (Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
 Positive (Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
 
DEMOGRAPHIC      
Gender  Positive for females 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
Positive for females 
(O'Brien et al., 2010) 
Positive for males 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
Negative for females 
(Sosik & Godshalk, 
2000) 
Positive for males 
(O'Brien et al., 2010) 
  
HISTORY      
Experience as mentor   Positive (Allen & Eby, 
2004) 
  
PROTÉGÉ GENDER  Positive for females 
(Allen & Eby, 2004)  
Positive for females by 
female mentors (Allen 
& Eby, 2004) 
Not significant for 
males by male mentors 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
Not significant (Allen 
& Eby, 2004) 
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TABLE 5:  Mentor Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PERSONALITY Protégé Perception of 
Mentor Role 
Mentor Satisfaction 
with Program 
 
Mentorship Quality  
 
Mentorship Learning 
Helpfulness     
Intrinsic satisfaction     
Other-oriented empathy     
Self-enhancement 
motive 
    
Organizational 
Commitment  
    
DEMOGRAPHIC     
Gender   Not significant (Allen & 
Eby, 2003) 
Not significant (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
HISTORY     
Experience as mentor   Not significant (Allen & 
Eby, 2003) 
Not significant (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
PROTÉGÉ GENDER Positive for females 
by female mentors 
(Leck & Orser, 2013) 
 Not significant (Allen & 
Eby, 2003) 
Not significant (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
RELATIONSHIP     
Formal vs. informal   Not significant (Allen & 
Eby, 2003) 
Not significant (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
Interaction frequency   Not significant (Allen & 
Eby, 2003) 
Not significant (Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
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TABLE 5:  Mentor Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Overall 
Mentoring 
Psychosocial 
Mentoring 
Career Mentoring Role Modeling Similar Perceptions of Mentoring 
Activities 
Age Diversity Not significant 
(Feldman et al., 
1999) 
   Negative (Fagenson-Eland et al., 
2005) 
Education Diversity     Not significant (Fagenson-Eland 
et al., 2005) 
Gender Diversity Negative 
(Feldman et al., 
1999) 
Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
  Not significant (Fagenson-Eland 
et al., 2005) 
Nationality Diversity Negative 
(Feldman et al., 
1999) 
  Positive for racial similarity 
(Lankau et al., 2005) 
 
Tenure in Organization 
Diversity 
    Negative (Fagenson-Eland et al., 
2005) 
Duration of Relationship  Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
Positive (Allen & 
Eby, 2004) 
  
Amount of time spent 
with partner 
Positive (Mullen, 
1998) 
Positive (Weinberg 
& Lankau, 2011) 
Positive (Weinberg 
& Lankau, 2011) 
Positive (Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
 
Mentor initiated 
relationship  
Positive (Mullen, 
1998) 
    
Type of program (formal 
vs. informal) 
Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 2004) 
Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 
2004) 
  
Protégé perception of 
educational similarity 
 Negative (Lankau et 
al., 2005) 
   
Liking by protégé of 
mentor 
 Positive (Lankau et 
al., 2005) 
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TABLE 5:  Mentor Findings at Mentoring Behavior Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Protégé Perception of 
Mentor Role 
Mentor 
Satisfaction 
with Program 
 
Mentorship 
Quality 
 
Mentors Liking 
Their Protégés  
 
Vocational Support 
 
Mentorship Learning 
Age Diversity       
Education Diversity       
Gender Diversity Not significant for 
friendship role (Ragins & 
McFarlin, 1990) 
Negative for social role 
(Ragins & McFarlin, 
1990) 
Negative for role modeling 
function (Ragins & 
McFarlin, 1990) 
 Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 
2003) 
Positive for gender 
similarity (Lankau 
et al., 2005) 
 Not significant 
(Allen & Eby, 2003) 
Role Modeling actions  Positive 
(Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
    
Vocational actions  Not significant 
(Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
    
Psychosocial actions  Negative 
(Weinberg & 
Lankau, 2011) 
    
Perceived similarity   Positive (Allen 
& Eby, 2003) 
   
Deep-level Similarity    Positive  (Lankau 
et al., 2005) 
  
Functional Level 
Similarity 
   Negative (Lankau 
et al., 2005) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PROTÉGÉ  
CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Career 
Advancement 
 
Career 
Attainment 
 
Career 
Commitment 
Career Progress 
Satisfaction 
 
Career Satisfaction 
 
Career Development 
PERSONALITY 
Achievement 
Orientation 
      
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
 
 
Race 
 
Career support 
increases 
women’s 
career 
advancement 
more than 
men’s 
(Tharenou, 
2005) 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
No moderation b/w 
mentoring and sat. 
with career progress 
(Blake-Beard, 1999) 
  
HISTORY 
Having been mentored 
 Positive (Turban 
& Dougherty, 
1994) 
  Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
Positive (Wallace, 2001) 
Positive (Rueywei, 
Shih-Ying, & Shin-
Lung, 2011) 
Protégé’s perception of 
highly satisfying 
mentoring 
  Positive 
(Ragins et al., 
2000) 
   
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
      
PERSONALITY 
Achievement 
Orientation 
      
Perceived Influence of  
Mentor 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PROTÉGÉ  
CHARACTERISTICS 
Commitment to 
Protégé by 
Mentor 
 
Compensation/Salary 
 
Compensation 
Satisfaction 
Fulfillment of 
Career 
Expectations 
  
Interpersonal Comfort 
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
Race 
  
 
 
No moderation 
between mentoring 
and compensation 
(Blake-Beard, 1999) 
 
 
 
No moderation 
between mentoring 
and compensation 
satisfaction (Blake-
Beard, 1999) 
  
HISTORY 
Having been mentored 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
Positive (Wallace, 
2001) 
Correlated (Dansky, 
1996) 
  
Positive (Wallace, 
2001) 
 
Protégé’s perception of 
highly satisfying 
mentoring 
     
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
Perceived Influence of  
Mentor 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PROTÉGÉ  
CHARACTERISTICS 
  
Intention to 
Quit 
  
Intention to Stay 
  
Job Satisfaction 
  
Job Title 
 Organizational Commitment 
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
Race 
 
Gay/Lesbian 
   
 
 
 
 
Positive for gay 
mentors over 
heterosexual 
mentors (Hebl et 
al., 2012) 
  
HISTORY 
Having been mentored 
 
Negative 
(Richard et 
al., 2009) 
  
Positive (Allen et 
al., 2004) 
Positive (Ghosh & 
Reio Jr, 2013) 
 
Correlated (Dansky, 
1996) 
 
Positive (Ghosh & Reio Jr, 2013) 
Protégé’s perception of 
highly satisfying 
mentoring 
Negative 
(Ragins et al., 
2000) 
 
 Positive (Ragins et 
al., 2000) 
 
 Positive (Ragins et al., 2000) 
 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
Perceived Influence of  
Mentor 
     
 
  
  
 
 
1
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PROTÉGÉ  
CHARACTERISTICS 
  
Perceived 
Career Success 
  
Personal Learning 
  
Power 
Enhancement 
Protégé 
Satisfaction 
with Mentor 
 Protégé Sat. w/ 
Mentoring 
Relationship/Program 
 
Promotion 
Expectations 
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
 Positive (Hirschfield 
et al., 2006) 
    
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
Race 
     
Not significant 
(Lyons & Oppler, 
2004) 
 
Not significant 
(Lyons & Oppler, 
2004) 
 
HISTORY 
Having been mentored 
 
Positive 
(Turban & 
Dougherty, 
1994) 
     
Positive (Singh et al., 
2009a) 
Protégé’s perception of 
highly satisfying 
mentoring 
      
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
      
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
      
Perceived Influence of  
Mentor 
 Positive (Hirschfield 
et al., 2006) 
Positive 
(Hirschfield et 
al., 2006) 
   
 
  
  
 
 
1
4
2
 
TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
PROTÉGÉ  
CHARACTERISTICS 
  
Promotion Rate 
  
Promotion 
Satisfaction 
  
Promotional 
Opportunities 
  
Role Modeling 
  
Work-Related Help 
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
Race 
 
 
 
 
Gay/Lesbian 
 
 
 
No moderation 
between mentoring 
and promotion rate 
(Blake-Beard, 1999) 
 
Positive for 
heterosexual mentors 
than gay (Hebl et al., 
2012) 
    
HISTORY 
Having been mentored 
 
Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
Positive (Hebl et al., 
2012) 
  
Positive for 
females 
(Wallace, 2001) 
  
Protégé’s perception of 
highly satisfying 
mentoring 
 Positive (Ragins 
et al., 2000) 
 
   
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
PERSONALITY 
Achievement Orientation 
     
Perceived Influence of  
Mentor 
   Positive (Hirschfield et 
al., 2006) 
Positive (Hirschfield et al., 
2006) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Career 
Advancement 
Career 
Attainment 
Career 
Commitment 
Career Progress 
Satisfaction 
 
Career Satisfaction 
 
Career Development 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
Race 
 
Mentor Prestige 
     
Positive for female protégés 
with female mentors (Wallace, 
2001) 
 
 
Positive (C. Hu, S. Wang, et 
al., 2014) 
 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
      
Mentor Selected by 
Protégé 
 
Racial Composition 
 
Homogeneity of dyad – 
both people of color 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
Commitment to 
Protégé by 
Mentor 
 
Compensation/Salary 
 
Compensation 
Satisfaction 
 
Fulfillment of 
Career Expectations 
  
Interpersonal Comfort 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Race 
  
Positive for female 
protégés with male 
mentors (Wallace, 
2001) 
Positive for white 
male mentors (Dreher 
& Chargois, 1998) 
 
Positive for white 
mentors (Dreher & 
Cox Jr, 1996) 
Positive for white 
male mentors (Dreher 
& Chargois, 1998) 
   
 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
Mentor Selected by 
Protégé 
 
Racial Composition 
 
Homogeneity of dyad – 
both people of color 
 
 
 
 
 
Not significant 
(Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005) 
    
 
 
 
Positive for protégé (Ortiz-
Walters & Gilson, 2005) 
Not significant for mentor (Ortiz-
Walters & Gilson, 2005) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
  
Intention to 
Quit 
  
Intention to Stay 
  
Job Satisfaction 
  
Job Title 
 Organizational Commitment 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
Race 
 Positive for 
female protégés 
with female 
mentors (Wallace, 
2001) 
Demographics of 
mentor not 
significant 
(Waldeck et al., 
1997) 
  
 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
Mentor Selected by 
Protégé 
 
Racial Composition 
 
Homogeneity of dyad – 
both people of color 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
 Perceived 
Career 
Success 
 
  
Personal Learning 
  
Power 
Enhancement 
Protégé 
Satisfaction with 
Mentor 
 Protégé Sat. w/ Mentoring 
Relationship/Program 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
 
Race 
     
Not significant for female protégés 
(Lyons & Oppler, 2004) 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
     
Mentor Selected by 
Protégé 
 
Racial Composition 
 
 
Homogeneity of dyad – 
both people of color 
    Positive (Lyons & Oppler, 2004) 
 
Not significant (Lyons & Oppler, 
2004) 
 
Positive (Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 
2005) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTOR 
CHARACTERISTICS 
  
Promotion Rate 
  
Promotion 
Satisfaction 
  
Promotional 
Opportunities 
 Satisfaction 
w/relationship by 
mentor 
 
Role Modeling 
  
Work-Related 
Help 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Gender 
 
Race 
 
Mentor Training 
Received 
 
Mentor’s Confidence in 
mentoring ability 
   
Not significant for 
female protégés 
(Wallace, 2001) 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Martin 
& Sifers, 2012) 
 
Positive (Martin 
& Sifers, 2012) 
  
 
DYAD 
CHARACTERISTICS 
      
Mentor Selected by 
Protégé 
 
Racial Composition 
 
Homogeneity of dyad – 
both people of color 
    
 
 
 
 
Not significant 
(Ortiz-Walters & 
Gilson, 2005) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
 
Career 
Advancement 
 
Career 
Attainment 
 
Career 
Commitment 
 
Career Progress 
Satisfaction 
 
Career Satisfaction 
 
Career Development 
Career-Related 
Mentoring 
 
 
 
 
Overall Mentoring 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Psychosocial 
Mentoring 
Positive for female 
protégés when 
mentor is male 
rather than female 
(Tharenou, 2005) 
 
 
 
 
 
Less related for 
female protégés 
than career 
support 
(Tharenou, 2005) 
   Positive (Allen et al., 2004) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et al., 2004) 
 
Mentoring of Overseas 
Interns 
      
Amount of Meetings 
Between Members 
    Positive (DeCastro et al., 
2014) 
 
Collegiality between 
members 
    Positive (DeCastro et al., 
2014) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
Commitment 
to Protégé by 
Mentor 
 
Compensation/Salary 
 
Compensation 
Satisfaction 
 
Fulfillment of Career 
Expectations 
  
Interpersonal 
Comfort 
Career-Related Mentoring 
 
Overall Mentoring 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Psychosocial Mentoring 
 Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
   
 
Mentoring of Overseas 
Interns 
     
Amount of Meetings 
Between Members 
     
 
  
 
 
1
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
General Adjustment 
of Expatriates 
Office Interaction of 
Expatriates 
Work Adjustment 
of Expatriates 
Mentor Satisfaction with 
Mentoring Relationship 
Quality  
Protégé Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors 
Career-Related Mentoring 
 
Overall Mentoring 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Psychosocial Mentoring 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
 
 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
 
 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
 
 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
Positive (Zhuang et 
al., 2013) 
 Positive (Kwan et al., 
2011) 
 
 
Positive (Kwan et al., 
2011) 
Mentoring of Overseas 
Interns 
     
Amount of Meetings 
Between Members 
     
Mentoring Experiences in 
Current Relationship  
   Negative for bad 
experiences by mentor 
(Eby et al., 2010) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
  
Intention to Quit 
  
Intention to Stay 
  
Job Satisfaction 
  
Job Title 
 Organizational Commitment 
Career-Related Mentoring 
 
 
 
 
Overall Mentoring 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Psychosocial Mentoring 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et 
al., 2004) 
Positive (Allen et 
al., 2004) 
 Positive for mentor (Chun et 
al., 2012) 
Positive for protégés (Chun 
et al., 2012) 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive for mentors (Chun et 
al., 2012) 
Positive for protégés (Ghosh 
& Reio Jr, 2013) 
Mentoring of Overseas 
Interns 
     
Amount of Meetings 
Between Members 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
  
Perceived 
Career Success 
  
Personal Learning 
  
Power Enhancement 
 
Protégé’s Personal 
Skill Development 
 
Protégé Satisfaction 
with Mentor 
 Protégé Sat. w/ 
Mentoring 
Relationship/Program 
Career-Related 
Mentoring 
 
 
Overall Mentoring 
 
 
 
Role Modeling 
 
 
Psychosocial 
Mentoring 
Positive (Allen 
et al., 2004) 
 
Not significant 
for professional 
success 
(Gonzalez-
Figueroa & 
Young, 2005) 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Lankau 
& Scandura, 2002) 
 
Positive (Allen et 
al., 2004) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et 
al., 2004) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Positive (Allen et al., 
2004) 
Mentoring of 
Overseas Interns 
 Positive for 
learning about life 
as expatriates 
(Feldman et al., 
1999) 
Positive for 
learning about life 
in other cultures 
(Feldman et al., 
1999) 
    
Amount of Meetings 
Between Members 
     Positive (Lyons & 
Oppler, 2004) 
Mentoring 
Experiences in 
Current Relationship 
     Positive for good 
experiences (Eby et 
al., 2010) 
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TABLE 6:  Findings at Effects/Outcomes Mentoring Point (Continued) 
 
Independent 
Variable 
Dependent Variable 
MENTORING 
RECEIVED 
  
Promotion 
Rate 
  
Promotion 
Satisfaction 
  
Promotional 
Opportunities 
 
Role 
Modeling 
 
Task Mastery 
  
Work-Related Help 
Intention to Stay in 
Mentoring 
Relationship  
Career-Related 
Mentoring 
 
Overall 
Mentoring 
 
Role Modeling 
 
Psychosocial 
Mentoring 
Positive 
(Allen et 
al., 2004) 
 
 
 
 
Positive 
(Allen et 
al., 2004) 
     
 
 
Mentoring of 
Overseas Interns 
    Positive (Feldman et 
al., 1999) 
  
Amount of 
Meetings 
Between 
Members 
       
Mentoring 
Experiences in 
Current 
Relationship 
      Negative for bad 
experiences for 
protégés and mentors 
(Eby et al., 2010) 
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TABLE 7:  Methods Used in Empirical Papers Reviewed 
 
 
Method 
Number of 
Papers* 
Regression, including multiple regression and 
mediation 
 
31 
Hierarchical regression 20 
Logistic regression 3 
Ordinary least-squares regression 3 
Correlations 5 
T-tests and paired T-tests 5 
Mean tests 2 
Chi-square 3 
del tests (similar to Chi-square) 1 
ANOVA 8 
ANCOVA 2 
MANOVA 4 
MANCOVA 3 
Content analysis 6 
Data coding 2 
Pattern analysis 1 
Factor analysis 9 
Constant comparative method 1 
Relative weights analysis 1 
 
*These numbers total more than the 79 empirical papers reviewed as many papers used 
more than one method of analysis. 
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TABLE 8:  Cultural Intelligence Domains and their Relationship to 
Diverse Mentoring 
 
Domain Connection to Diverse Mentoring Relationship 
Metacognitive Mental processes used to acquire and understand knowledge of 
diverse partner, including control over individual through 
processes throughout contacts with mentor/protégé.  
Cognitive Knowledge that differences exist as well as the ability to decide 
the importance of these differences at any time throughout 
interactions. 
Motivational Incentive possessed by an individual to make an effort to 
successfully interact with a diverse other within a mentoring 
relationship. 
Behavioral Abilities to positively interact with a diverse other, manifested 
by both overt and obscure actions, chosen words, and body 
language. 
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TABLE 9:  Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Inter-correlations for Mentors  
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Relationship  
Quality 
4.06 .64 (.86)          
2 Attitude 
Homophily 
4.55 1.20 .50*** (.85)         
3 CQ Met 5.48 1.07 .57*** .26** (.82)        
4 CQ Cog 4.97 1.00 .28** .14 .46*** (.85)       
5 CQ Mot 5.51 1.06 .52*** .26** .52*** .45*** (.86)      
6 CQ Beh 5.16 .96 .16 .10 .38*** .29** .36*** (.84)     
7 EQ 3.98 .54 .62*** .38*** .61*** .44*** .68*** .37*** (.92)    
8 Protégé  
Gender 
1.49 .50 .16 .00 .22* -.06 .18* .10 .26**    
9 P. Race 1.89 .32 .01 .00 .02 .07 .00 -.06 .01 .15   
10 P. Ethnicity 4.61 1.00 .03 -.07 .14 -.10 .06 .03 .01 .02 .11  
11 P. Age 31.11 9.20 .11 -.10 .20* .08 .23* .06 .14 .04 .14 .17 
12 Past Protégé  1.47 .50 .08 .02 .01 .04 .03 -.12 .00 -.02 -.04 -.11 
13 Past Mentor 1.47 .50 .18 .09 .08 .08 .24** -.15 .17 -.02 -.01 -.11 
14 Education 3.33 1.09 -.13 .02 .16 .19* -.13 .08 -.03 -.03 .08 .04 
15 Relationship 
Length 
18.10 14.37 -.06 -.04 .07 .00 -.11 .06 -.05 -.02 .09 .11 
16 Formal/ 
Informal 
1.27 .45 .25** .05 .16 -.01 .13 .00 .21* .20* .14 .10 
17 Total 
Contacts 
48.34 48.88 .10 .09 .19 .02 .12 .05 .10 .10 -.03 .06 
Notes: N = 116;  * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are indicated along the diagonal. 
For gender, 1=male, 2=female; For ethnicity, 1=Hispanic, 2=not; For past protégé and past mentor, 1=yes, 2=no; Relationship length 
is in months; For formal/informal, 1=formal, 2=informal 
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TABLE 9:  Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Inter-correlations for Mentors Continued 
Variables M SD 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Relationship  
Quality 
4.06 .64       
2 Attitude 
Homophily 
4.55 1.20       
3 CQ Met 5.48 1.07       
4 CQ Cog 4.97 1.00       
5 CQ Mot 5.51 1.06       
6 CQ Beh 5.16 .96       
7 EQ 3.98 .54       
8 Protégé  
Gender 
1.49 .50       
9 P. Race 1.89 .32       
10 P. Ethnicity 4.61 1.00       
11 P. Age 31.11 9.20       
12 Past Protégé  1.47 .50 .13      
13 Past Mentor 1.47 .50 .03 .62***     
14 Education 3.33 1.09 -.26** -.28** -.29**    
15 Relationship 
Length 
18.10 14.37 -.03 -.03 -.04 .13   
16 Formal/ 
Informal 
1.27 .45 .36*** .08 .04 -.15 -.12  
17 Total 
Contacts 
48.34 48.88 .12 .10 .12 .00 .20* .00 
 
Notes: N = 116; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
For gender, 1=male, 2=female; For ethnicity, 1=Hispanic, 2=not; For past protégé and past mentor, 1=yes, 2=no; Relationship length 
is in months; For formal/informal, 1=formal, 2=informal 
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TABLE 10:  Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Inter-correlations for Protégés  
 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Relationship  
Quality 
3.95 .71 (.87)          
2 Attitude 
Homophily 
4.41 1.40 .44*** (.88)         
3 CQ Met 5.55 1.12 .61*** .07 (.85)        
4 CQ Cog 5.15 1.17 .50*** .08 .59*** (.88)       
5 CQ Mot 5.40 1.04 .63*** .19 .71*** .52*** (.86)      
6 CQ Beh 5.26 1.01 .52*** .19 .70*** .44*** .51*** (.88)     
7 EQ 3.95 .53 .70*** .14 .76*** .55*** .75*** .62*** (.90)    
8 Protégé  
Gender 
1.37 .48 -.03 -.12 .07 -.21* .07 .03 .06    
9 P. Race 3.76 1.49 .04 -.08 -.10 .08 -.10 -.04 .00 -.15   
10 P. Ethnicity 1.86 .35 -.08 .20 -.08 -.16 -.08 -.03 -.07 -.01 .02  
11 P. Age 34.56 6.59 .05 .04 .04 .02 -.01 .08 .10 .12 .14 -.05 
12 Past Protégé  1.44 .50 .02 -.02 -.03 -.02 -.02 -.06 -.03 .02 .02 .17 
13 Past Mentor 1.56 .50 -.06 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.01 .05 -.10 .15 -.05 .14 
14 Education 3.55 .80 .14 .10 .14 .11 .09 .16 .11 -.06 -.08 .00 
15 Relationship 
Length 
27.68 28.33 .10 .16 -.11 -.01 .05 -.12 .06 .05 -.11 .09 
16 Formal/ 
Informal 
1.26 .44 .15 .30** -.05 -.14 .01 .14 .07 .29** -.02 .17 
17 Total 
Contacts 
43.36 56.72 .19 .05 .24* .04 .18 .17 .20* .07 .02 -.03 
Notes: N = 95; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are indicated along the diagonal. 
For gender, 1=male, 2=female; For ethnicity, 1=Hispanic, 2=not; For past protégé and past mentor, 1=yes, 2=no; Relationship length 
is in months; For formal/informal, 1=formal, 2=informal 
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TABLE 10:  Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Inter-correlations for Protégés Continued 
 
Variables M SD 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Relationship  
Quality 
3.95 .71       
2 Attitude 
Homophily 
4.41 1.40       
3 CQ Met 5.55 1.12       
4 CQ Cog 5.15 1.17       
5 CQ Mot 5.40 1.04       
6 CQ Beh 5.26 1.01       
7 EQ 3.95 .53       
8 Protégé  
Gender 
1.37 .48       
9 P. Race 3.76 1.49       
10 P. Ethnicity 1.86 .35       
11 P. Age 34.56 6.59       
12 Past Protégé  1.44 .50 -.18      
13 Past Mentor 1.56 .50 -.25* .66***     
14 Education 3.55 .80 .18 -.11 -.16    
15 Relationship 
Length 
27.68 28.33 .40*** -.07 -.08 .07   
16 Formal/ 
Informal 
1.26 .44 .11 .05 .05 -.14 .07  
17 Total 
Contacts 
43.36 56.72 -.10 .29** .24* -.10 .02 .08 
 
Notes: N = 95; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
For gender, 1=male, 2=female; For ethnicity, 1=Hispanic, 2=not; For past protégé and past mentor, 1=yes, 2=no; Relationship length 
is in months; For formal/informal, 1=formal, 2=informal
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TABLE 11:  Results of Regression Analyses for Mentors 
 
 Standardized Regression Coefficients* 
Predictor Attitude Homophily  Relationship Quality 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Controls      
Mentor Gender -.09 -.41* .15 -.09 .18* 
M. Race .03 .06 -.02 -.04 -.03 
M. Ethnicity -.22 -.34 .05 .11 .12 
M. Age -.02 -.03* .00 -.10 -.01 
Past Protégé  -.09 .18 -.10 .08 -.07 
Past Mentor .23 -.19 .25 -.09 .19 
Education .03 -.00 -.03 -.10* -.04 
Relationship 
Length 
.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
Formal/Informal .30 .13 .30 .18 .22 
Total Contacts .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
      
Independent 
Variables 
     
CQ Met  .14  .25***  
CQ Cog  .14  -.04  
CQ Mot  .15  .11  
CQ Beh  .13  -.10  
EQ  .31**  .41**  
      
Mediator      
Attitude 
Homophily 
    .27*** 
      
Overall R 
Squared 
.05 .23 .12 .53 .36 
Adjusted R 
Squared 
-.04 .11 .04 .45 .30 
Δ R
2
  .15  .41 .26 
Overall F .56 1.94 1.46 7.40 5.38 
df 10, 105 15, 100 10, 105 15, 100 11, 104 
 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
  
161 
 
 
 
TABLE 12:  Results of Regression Analyses for Protégés  
 
 Standardized Regression Coefficients* 
Predictor Attitude Homophily  Relationship Quality 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Controls      
Protégé Gender -.68* -.67* -.10 -.10 .05 
P. Race -.08 -.05 .03 .04 .04 
P. Ethnicity .53 .59 -.24 -.12 -.36 
P. Age .00 .00 -.01 -.01 .00 
Past Protégé  -.23 -.12 .08 .13 .13 
Past Mentor .14 .04 -.13 -.10 -.16 
Education .23* .18 .16 .06 .10 
Relationship 
Length 
.01 .01 .00 .00 .00 
Formal/Informal 1.12** 1.04** .18 .26* .06 
Total Contacts .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
      
Independent 
Variables 
     
CQ Met  -.22  .05  
CQ Cog  .04  .06  
CQ Mot  .35  .14  
CQ Beh  .21  .07  
EQ  .14  .45*  
      
Mediator      
Attitude 
Homophily 
    .39*** 
      
Overall R 
Squared 
.20 .25 .12 .58 .28 
Adjusted R 
Squared 
.11 .11 .01 .51 .18 
Δ R
2
  .00  .50 .17 
Overall F 2.14 3.23 1.11 7.41 2.90 
df 10, 84 15, 79 10, 84 15, 79 11, 83 
 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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TABLE 13:  Mediation Results of Bootstrapping for Mentors  
 
Mediation of the Effect of Mentors’ CQ (four domains) and EQ on Relationship Quality 
through Attitude Homophily 
 
   Percentile 95% Confidence Interval 
Independent 
Variable 
Point  
Estimate 
Standard  
Error 
 
Lower 
 
Upper 
CQ Metacognitive .0033 .0098 -.0154 .0264 
CQ Cognitive .0040 .0091 -.0118 .0260 
CQ Motivational .0013 .0111 -.0217 .0265 
CQ Behavioral -.0018 .0081 -.0209 .0139 
EQ .0220 .0313 -.0259 .0995 
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TABLE 14:  Mediation Results of Bootstrapping for Protégés  
 
Mediation of the Effect of Mentors’ CQ (four domains) and EQ on Relationship Quality 
through Attitude Homophily 
 
   Percentile 95% Confidence Interval 
Independent 
Variable 
Point  
Estimate 
Standard  
Error 
 
Lower 
 
Upper 
CQ Metacognitive .0004 .0091 -.0197 .0208 
CQ Cognitive .0015 .0144 -.0282 .0318 
CQ Motivational -.0017 .0169 -.0382 .0338 
CQ Behavioral .0011 .0131 -.0254 .0310 
EQ .0041 .0406 -.0793 .0921 
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TABLE 15:  Overall Results of Hypotheses  
 
Hypothesis Short Description Result 
1a 
1b 
1c 
1d 
CQ on AH, Mentors Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
2a 
2b 
2c 
2d 
CQ on AH, Protégés  Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
3a 
3b 
EQ on AH, Mentors 
and Protégés 
SUPPORTED 
Not Supported 
4a 
4b 
AH on RQ, Mentors 
and Protégés  
SUPPORTED 
SUPPORTED 
5a 
5b 
5c 
5d 
CQ on RQ, Mentors SUPPORTED 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
6a 
6b 
6c 
6d 
CQ on RQ, Protégés  Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
7a 
7b 
EQ on RQ, Mentors 
and Protégés  
SUPPORTED 
SUPPORTED 
8a 
8b 
8c 
8d 
AH mediating CQ on 
RQ, Mentors 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
9a 
9b 
9c 
9d 
AH mediating CQ on 
RQ, Protégés  
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
10a 
10b 
AH mediating EQ on 
RQ, Mentors and 
Protégés  
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
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APPENDIX 1 – Measures 
 
Cultural Intelligence 
 
Responses were on a seven-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly 
Agree.  D = Dropped from final analysis 
 
1. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with 
different cultural backgrounds. 
2. I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I apply to cross-cultural interactions.  
3. I adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from a culture that is 
unfamiliar to me. (D)  
4. I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from 
different cultures.  
5. I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures.   
6. I know the values and religious beliefs of other cultures.   
7. I know the marriage systems of other cultures.  
8. I know the arts and crafts of other cultures.  
9. I know the rules (e.g., grammar) of other languages. (D)  
10. I know the rules for expressing non-verbal behaviors in other cultures.  
11. I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.  (D)   
12. I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar to me. (D)  
13. I am confident that I can socialize with locals in a culture that is unfamiliar to me.  
14. I am confident that I can get accustomed to the shopping conditions in a different 
culture. 
15. I am sure I can deal with the stresses of adjusting to a culture that is new to me. 
16. I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when a cross-cultural interaction 
requires it.  
17. I change my non-verbal behavior when a cross-cultural situation requires it. 
18. I use pause and silence differently to suit different cross-cultural situations.  
19. I vary the rate of my speaking when a cross-cultural situation requires it.  
20. I alter my facial expressions when a cross-cultural interaction requires it. 
 
Metacognitive = Items 1-4 
Cognitive = Items 5-10 
Motivational = Items 11-15 
Behavioral = Items 16-20 
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Emotional Intelligence 
 
Responses were on a five-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly 
Agree.  R=Reverse Coded; D=Dropped from final analysis 
 
1. I know when to speak about my personal problems to others. (D) 
2. When I am faced with obstacles, I remember times I faced similar obstacles and 
overcame them. (D) 
3. I expect that I will do well on most things I try. 
4. Other people find it easy to confide in me. (D) 
5. I find it hard to understand the non-verbal messages of other people. (R)  (D) 
6. Some of the major events of my life have led me to re-evaluate what is important and 
not important. (D) 
7. When my mood changes, I see new possibilities. (D) 
8. Emotions are one of the things that make my life worth living. (D) 
9. I am aware of my emotions as I experience them. 
10. I expect good things to happen. 
11. I like to share my emotions with others. 
12. When I experience a positive emotion, I know how to make it last. (D) 
13. I arrange events others enjoy. 
14. I seek out activities that make me happy. (D) 
15. I am aware of the non-verbal messages I send to others. 
16. I present myself in a way that makes a good impression on others. 
17. When I am in a positive mood, solving problems is easy for me. 
18. By looking at their facial expressions, I recognize the emotions people are 
experiencing. 
19. I know why my emotions change. 
20. When I am in a positive mood, I am able to come up with new ideas. 
21. I have control over my emotions. (D)  
22. I easily recognize my emotions as I experience them. 
23. I motivate myself by imagining a good outcome to tasks I take on. 
24. I compliment others when they have done something well. (D) 
25. I am aware of the non-verbal messages other people send. 
26. When another person tells me about an important event in his or her life, I almost feel 
as though I have experienced this event myself. (D) 
27. When I feel a change in emotions, I tend to come up with new ideas. (D) 
28. When I am faced with a challenge, I give up because I believe I will fail. (R) (D) 
29. I know what other people are feeling just by looking at them. (D) 
30. I help other people feel better when they are down. 
31. I use good moods to help myself keep trying in the face of obstacles. 
32. I can tell how people are feeling by listening to the tone of their voice. 
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Attitude Homophily 
 
Responses were on a seven-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly 
Agree.  D = Dropped from final analysis 
 
My mentor/protégé: 
1. thinks like me. (D) 
2. doesn’t behave like me. (R) 
3. is different from me. (R) (D) 
4. shares my values. (D) 
5. is like me. (D) 
6. treats people like I do. (D) 
7. doesn’t think like me. (R) 
8. is similar to me. (D) 
9. doesn’t share my values. (R) 
10. behaves like me. (D) 
11. is unlike me. (R) 
12. doesn’t treat people like I do. (R) 
13. has thoughts and ideas that are similar to mine. (D) 
14. expresses attitudes different from mine. (R) (D) 
15. has a lot in common with me. (D) 
 
R = Reverse coded 
 
Relationship Quality 
 
Responses were on a five-point Likert scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly 
Agree.  D = Dropped from final analysis 
 
1. The mentoring relationship between my mentor/protégé and me is very effective. 
2. I am very satisfied with the mentoring relationship my mentor/protégé and I 
developed. 
3. I was effectively utilized as a protégé/mentor by my mentor/protégé. 
4. My mentor/protégé and I enjoy a high-quality relationship. 
5. Both my mentor/protégé and I benefited from the mentoring relationship. (D) 
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APPENDIX 2 – Email to Participants from StudyResponse 
 
 
Dear StudyResponse Project Participant: 
We are requesting your assistance with a study conducted by a researcher at the 
University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee. The purpose of this study is to better understand 
how personal characteristics of mentors and protégés impact the quality of the mentoring 
relationship.   
We are inviting you to participate in this study because you have indicated to be 
involved in a protégé relationship involving racially or ethnically diverse partners.   
The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you choose not to respond 
within the first week, we will send you a reminder in one week. Note that instructions on 
how to discontinue your participation in StudyResponse and stop receiving emails from 
us appear at the end of this message. 
This study is anonymous, so please do not enter any identifying information into 
the research instrument except your StudyResponse ID, which is XXXXXX. The 
researcher has pledged to keep your data confidential and only to report aggregated 
results in any published scientific study. Survey participation is on a first come first 
served basis. We are always interested in your opinions but please be aware that the 
survey might fill up fast. 
  As a token of our appreciation, you will receive an electronic gift certificate to 
Amazon.com in the value of $20 after completing the survey. Please be advised that 
monetary compensation will depend on the proper completion of all the survey items. 
Responses that are found to be non-purposeful and incomplete surveys will not be 
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eligible to receive the compensation. The gift certificates will be sent to you by email 
from StudyResponse approximately two weeks after the researchers receive the 
completed survey. 
Note that your StudyResponse ID number is XXXXXX and that you must enter 
that number into the survey to be eligible for the direct payment. 
  Follow this link to participate: 
 http://studyresponse.net/srredir.asp?srid=235734&i=4129&scode=6998 
  Participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw from participation 
at any time. If you have any questions you may contact the researcher: 
 Gloria J. Miller  
University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee 
gjm@uwm.edu 
  We very much appreciate your participation in the StudyResponse project and 
your willingness to consider completing this study. 
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